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Final Report on

Contractor:

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Evaluation of Vocational Exemplary Projects; Part D, Vocational
Education Act Amendments of .1968

Development Associates, Inc.
1521 New Hampshire Avenue, N. W.
Washington, 'D. C. 20016

Contract Number:

OEC-0-73-6663

" March 1975

I. PURPOSE OF THE

Description of the Program:
0

Part D of the 1968 amendments to the Vocational Education Act of 1963 provides
for the funding of exemplary projects which represent new ways to create a bridge
between school and earning a living for young people. Half of the funds appro-
priated for Part D are administered directly by the federal governrrient through the
Division of Vocational and Technical Education (DVTE) in the U: S. Office of Educa-
tion and half are administered by the states and territories. '

Between June 1970 and July 1972, DVTE awardescigrants averaging approximately
$120, 000 a year for three years to institutions in each state and the District of
Columbia to administer projects in accordance with a USOE policy paper (AVL
V70-1). The policy paper provided that each project would coitnbine in one opera-
tional setting all of the following:

1. Provision for broad occupational orientation at the elementary and secondary
school level so as to increase student awareness of the range of options open
to them in the world of work.

`N.

2. PrOision for work experience, cooperative education, and similar programs,
making possible a wide variety of offerings in many occupational areas.

3. Provision for students not previously enrol4ed in vocational programs to
receive specific training in job entry skills .just prior to the time that they
leave the school. (Some ofthese tratning programs might bg very intensive
and of short duration.)

4. Provision for intensive occupatio guidance and counseling during the last
years of school and for initial pla ment of all studentsLat the completion of
their schooling. (Placement might be in a job or in post-secondary occupa-
tional training: Placement should be accomplished in cooperation with apprb-

,

priate ernployment services, manpower agencies, etc.)

5.

c.

Provision for the grantee or contractor to carry the program on with support.
from regular funding sJurces after the termination of the federal assistance

,,t----...i. - under Part D of P. L. 90 -5Th. (Federal assistance under Part I) cannot exceed-
three years.') 0

'NO

The projects funded during this period constituted the first round of Part D funding,
and are considered by many to be the earliest federally funded efforts to implement
on a comprehensive basis the concept of career education. Since 1972, a second
round of projects guided by a modified statement of USOE policy has been funded.
In FY '76, a new set of grants to support a third round of projects following a new
set of policy guidelines is planned.

- 1 -



Reason for the Study:

The primary purpose o the study wads to evaluate the effectivenessf the first
round of federally adm istered Part D projects and their components in terms of
the extent fo which student outcomes attributable to project activities conformed to
the legislative intent for Part D funds. Thrs included performance of a cost analysis
for each project, with a focus on the relation of cost to student outcomes and project
process measures, and an assessmentof the influence of projects or their compo-
nents on other schools and school systems in their states. In addition, a descrip-
tive study and analysis of projects supported by state administered Part D funds,
paying particular attention to different state allocation strategies, was to be
performed.

The basic rationale for the study was that an evaluation of the first three years of
the Part D program would lead to improved implementation of the Part D program
during subsequent years and would cohtribute to the replication of successful pro-
gram aspects by local school districts. Since the Part D effort was so closely '

associated with the concept of career education, it was also expected that informa-
tion might be obtained in the course or-ate study which would assist in operational-
izing the concept of career education at the focal level.

Principal Objectives:

The basi..thrust of the study was to obtain information which would be of assistance
in the continued operation of Part D and related programs, as it was recognized
from the outset that an evaluation conducted at the end of the three year-cycle
could not address the program's long term goals. Accordingly, the objectives of
the study were defined at follows: i"

41).

1. Evaluation of the effectiveness of federal discretionary (Part D) projects and
their components where effectiveness is defined as the extent to which student
outcomes attributable to project activities conforni to the legislative intent
for Pari.D.

2. Performance of a cost analysis of ea h federal discretionary project coveri g
the three-yeartperiod of Part ing with focus on they relation of cost to
student outcomes and project process measures; and performance of cost
analysis for those discretionary projects whose funding has terminated,
comparing the period before termination of Part lkfunaing to the period

4-alter its termination.

3. Assessment of the influence of projects or their components on other sebools
and school systems in their states.

4' Performance of a descr4tive study and analysis ofAprojects supported from
state-administered fundo, paOng particular attenkion to their estimated impact;
and identification of different 'state allocation strategies; to determine the
differential impact bf Varteus strategies.

-
Contractor: ;

The study was initiated and completed under contract #HEW-OEC-0-73-6663 by
DeVelopment Associates, Incorporated, Washington, D.C. The effective starting
date of the contract was June 19,', 1973, and the final report was submitted in
March 1975. 'Die field work was performed from February through May 1974..

- -2 -
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II. METHODOLOGY

The study approach included review of available documents and onsite visits to 50
projects and State Departments of Education. During the first three-year cycle of
Part D funding, 61 federally administered projects were supported in the 50 states

tic and DistriCt of Columbia. The 50 projects included in this study were selected to
meet the following criteria: First, one project in each state with a first-round
project operating in FY, '73 was to be visited; as Hawaii had npsuch project, 49
states and the District of Columbia werewisited. Second, each project visited
must have proposed to focus activity at the elementary school, junior high school,
and senior high school levels. Third, if more'than one project met the second
criterion, the first project funded was selected.

Within each of the 50 projects selected,' the broad design called for administering
questionnaires and tests to both participating and non- par)lcipating students in

,-grades 6, 9, and four ,strata in grade 12. These grades were chosen because they
represented the terminal years for the differing curricula and objectives generally

nt.assigned at the elementary, ju or high, and senior high levels; they would thus be
expected td be the grades where students had received the maximum impact.

In addition, a random sample of particip4ing teachers and counselors as well as
non-participating 6th grade teachers was purveyed. Also, inte'iviews with project
directors and other staff were conducted and project_ records_and_reports were
reviewed.

At the. state level, the state director of vocational education or his desigriee. and
the director of the state Research Coordinating Unit were interviewed wi4.respect
to the federally administered and the state administered Part D projects.. 'All data
collection instruments were cleared for use by OMB and assigned No. 51-S74O602.
A detailed field manual was prepared to assist in the data collection effort and ,field
staff received intensive training prior to beginning the field effort.

Although the number varied according to the size and nature of the projects, a
minimum of 55 of the students and faculty were surveyed in each of the 50 projects.
In total, 4,632 participating and 4,043 non-participating students were tested;
the number of participating teachers sdrveyed was 1,433, and the number of
patqicipating counselors was 229. The 'data gathered were processed and synthe-
sized using standard statistical techniques. Analysis of student data was performed <
for each sampling group both on a project-by-project basis and across all projects.

III. FINDINGS ANi CONCLUSIONS

Prior to summarizing the findings and drawing such conclusions as they permit,
the positive program management actions which USOE has taken on the basis of
this study's preliminary findings and other reviews of the experience should be
noted. Specifically, concerted efforts have been made to be more specific with
respect to the definition of key terms, and the student level outcomes expected.
In addition, 4,a Major emphasis has been placed on improving the quality and prac-
tical utility of individual project evaluations. These.USOE actions addrVss the
overall study finding that projects were .typically not well defined in terms of pur-
pOse orclientele and that this lack of clarity may relate to the failure in many'
projects to identify student outcomes significantly related to project activities.'
Thus, the efforts at the national level during the last year. to be More specific
with respect to both program objectives and, managerial practices repesent explicit
attempt& to improve the program in-th-e-years ahead. --

-3-
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A. Summary of Findings
ao

The intent of the Part D program was to fend projects which would implement
6.-activi tie's expected to assist students in obtaining satisfying employment. In c,

essence, the grant awards may be considered as the planned federal fiscal
inputs into each project, the local budgets as the projects' planned inputs, and
expenditures as the actual inputs. A review of the year -by -year input data
revealed that in most projects in no single year did the inputs occur at the level
planned. Taking the three years in the aggregate and considering both:/expenditures
and the legislative expectation that funds would be expended over a thre,e-year
time period, it was found that in 37 out of the 50 projuts.visited (74 %) the federal
dollars expended were below the 'level planned.

In part, the.generally high level of project underexpenditures was attributed to the
timing of the federal grant actions and the first year start-up'requirements in many
projects. Another partial explanation for the,underexpenditurea may be related to
the nature of the expenditure records maintained by project managers. Many
project directors did not have expenditure data which permitted them to assess
project status in even gross fiscil terms. In addition, in the great majority of
cases,they did not have informatiOn which related expenditures to any set of project
activities.

From the findings it was apparent that onban annual basis, and across the three years.
of program operations, the extent to which projects carried out the activities speci-
fied in the USOE policy paper, * which governed the federally administered projects,
varied considerably across the 50 projects. While most projects reported students
in most of the USOE required activities at some point during the three years,
relatiVely few (26%) reported having students in all activities. 1

The findings with respect to project activities may be explained partially by the data
repolted`pertaining to program management. A review of the stated objectives of
the 50 projects revealed that in many cases the activities called for' by the policy
paper were not addressed. In addition,' a comparison between stated objectives of
projects and activity categories indicated that in many projects the performance of
activities could not be related to the stated objectives.

Based onanalyses of student responses across all pr:ojects, the greatest impact of
the Part D program was at the elementary school level. In general, the program
appeared to have had less'impact on students at the 9th grade level; afthe 12th grade
level, impact was leas than at the 9th for two sampling groups and greater for the
other two. .

Ona project-by-project basis the impact of the program on students was small,
with the bulk of favorable outcomes in each student group 4onfined to a small group
of projects. These "favorable" projects were somewhat different for each student
group. Out of 45 projects where comparisons were made between participating end
non-participating 6th graders on six relevant.student outcome indicators, there was
a difference in favor of participants for three or more indicators in ten projects;
thV most outstanding-project at'athis level reported differences in favor of partici-
pants on five of the six indicators. Of the 42 projects where comparisons were
possible at the 9th grade level, one project scored positively on six of the nine rele-
vant indicators, and ten produced positive results with respect to three or more
indicators-. At the 12th grade level, nine indicators of student outcomes were

*Policy Paper - AVL V70-1: Jv

. t -
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relevant for each of the four stratum; sampled. Students whose participation in the
program consisted of having teachers who utilized concepts and/or materials made
available through the loCal projects in their regular teaching program (i.e., infusion of
career education concepts into the school curriculum), demonstrated a significant
difference from non-participants on six indicators in one project; in five projects
such differences were found on two or more indicators. In none of the projects
where comparisons were possible for students in the,Work Experience, Skill Train-
ing, or Guidance and Counseling groups was a significant difference between parti-
cipants and non-participants found on more than three indicators.

The search for relationships between the outcomes and selected project treatment
indicators did not provide a clear set of relationships betdeen activity or treatment
indicators and student outcomes. However, the review of responses of non-
participating sixth grade teachers suggested that in at least some projects the
inability to measure significant differences beiweentparticipating and non-partici-
pating students may relate to non-participating teachers implementing career
education concepts in their classrooms.

Another potential explanation is suggested by the relatively clear relationship which
was found between project expenditures and student outcomes. With respect to
elementary, junior high, and senior high familiarization activities, positive indica-
tions of project effects on students occurred where relatively more project funds
were expended on relatively fewer students.

In summary, projects typically were found to have addressed four components with
°respect to the federal activity areas. Virtually all projects had ,some level of
familiarization activities at both the elementary and junior high school levels.
Projects generally devoted 26% of the art funds to. pay for elementary school
activities which involved approximately 2,000 students per project. The students
participating in elementary activities usually amounted to less than half (46%) of
the total elementary school enrollment of the grantee and accounted for over half
of the total number of project participants' (52%).,

Junior high school familiaiization activities involved some 47% of the total junior
high enrollment of the grantees and averaged 1,400 students per project. The
activities at this level involved approximately 34% of the total number of project
participants and cost 29% of the Part D funds.

),

SeniOr high school activities involved some 650 participAts per project and repre-
sente'd approximately 35% of the total high school enrollment Of the grantee. High

'school participants represented approximately 15% of the total number of Part D
project participants and high school activities accounted for 44% of the total project
costs. At the high school level, the typical project reported participants in famil-
iarization activities and one other activity, either work experience or job entry
skill training.

The USOE policy paper governing the first round projects required that grantees
make provision for the continuation of project supported activities from "regular"
funding sources after Part D support had terminated. In 14 of the projects visited,
school personnel indicated that project activities either had or would terminate at
the end of the grant period, and in 19 other cases they indicated that activities would
be reduced. In eight of the projects, project activities either were continuing after
the termination of the grant or definite plans existed for the continuation:` In nine
cases,_ activities had actually expanded after Part D fundirig had ceased.

- 5 -
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B.' Overall Conclusions

Well over half of the teachers and counselors surveyed- in each of the 50, sites
visited indicated that in their judgment it was important to include career education
in the school curriculum: From this point of view, the first years of the program
may be judged to have had a substantial effect. However,' in general, neither the
federally sponsored activities nor the federally expected student level outcomes
of the pr gram (recurred at the level planned. While a number of reasons for this
are possible, the findings suggest that the most likely, are associated with the
general lack of a set of clearly defined objectives, definitions, and managerial
requirements and procedures at both the project level and at the federal level.
More specifically:

-
The definition of key terms and concepts was neither precise nor con-
sistent at either the federal or local levels. For example, students were
identified as project participants because they were being taught bz parti-
cipating teachers, but what constituted teacher participation varied from
attendance at a two-hour career education workshop to ten or more
released days per semester for inservice training, curriculum develop-
h-ient, and classroom planning. This failure o establish operational

liabilitydefinitions and categories contributed to the ability of projects to identify
with assurance participants in the programs and to the inability at the
federal level to monitor project efforts effectively.'

--"'

Budgets and expenditure records typically were based on "line-item"
rather than programmatic activity categories. Determination of activity
costs was very difficult. This difficulty was primarilt a result of the
grant application and award process whicirdid not specify costs by
activity; only in the aggregate. This was further complicated by no provi-
sion fo'r adthinistrative posts, which meant that most projects attempted to
prorate such costs and attribute them to 'treatment activities. It is probable
that this contributed to the failure of project directors to analyze expendi-
ture data and of project staff to use budget and expenditure data,in the man-
agement of projects. In addition, iNs'probable that this contributed both
to underexpenditures and the failure to engage in expected activities.

Similarly, USOE did not use fiscal data as management indicators.
Typically, the fedEcral management staff did not receive or analyze expen-
diture data. This contributed to the underexpenditure of funds annually
and the support of some projects for periods in excess of-the three-year

.1 funding limit stipulated in the legislation.;

The evidence strongly indicates that exemplary programs require consid-
erable start-up activity and time. Failure to anticipate this adequately'
appears to have resulted in the inability of projects to meet program
expectations.

Generally, participants in the projects were exposed more to visitors in
their classrooms who discussed careers, and went on more field trips to
learn about jobs; than non-participants. The data suggest that this quanti-,
tative difference in the number of such experiences was not sufficient to
produce a measurable impact on students. Rather, at appears that such
activities need to be integfated into a well-planned and comprehensive
effort.

e ,4!
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The number of different approaches to building a bridge between school
and earning a living undertaken by the first round projects was limited.
Fewer than half of the projects had work experience or skill training
activities. Many of the new approaches suggested in the legislation and
Federal Register, such as exchanges of personnel between schools and
agencies or businesses, were not attempted during the first round.
Projects generally did little to promote cooperation between public
education and manpower agencies. J.

The primary focus of round one was elementary and secondary familiari-
zation and orientation. Most of the total funds and mo t of the student
participants were engaged in such activities. Work e 'e r ienc e and skill
training efforts tended to be expensive and involve lim ed numbers of
students. Where other activities were initiated, such as alternative high
schools, they tended to be less integrated into the school system, expen-
sive, and by design, served fewer students (i.e., potential dropouts or
others with special needs).

To assist college and non-college bound students in obtaining employment,
the USOE policy paper indicated that projects should provide specific train-
ing in job entry skills to students not previously enrolled in vocational
programs just priur to the time that they leave school. The data appear
to indicate thSt most projects extended such training only to the non-
college bound.

The projects typically did not assist students*in securing employment,
either during school or upon graduation. Generally, the placement
activities implemented Were essentially referral servicea and little or no
followup was provided. In general, neither project staff nor school

,personnel maintained records, of referrals or placement activities.

'Ile student response indicate that guidance and counseling at the high
school level was viewed by students as helpful to their'. The data also
indicate that a great many students did not feel they had sufficient
pportunity to receive assistance from their counselors and they would

have li d to have increased their contacts.

The Feder Register indicated that applications for round one projects would be
judged in art upon the projects' objectives being "sharply defined, .clearly stated,
capable of being attained by the proposed procedures, and capable of being measured."
During the first years of Pare D, neither at the federal level nor in most school
districts was this the case. Fi'lleinability to define clearly federal program objec-
tives undoubtedly contributed`to many of the difficulties die-Cussed in this study.
Without a specified set of federal expectations Ahe\ individual third party evaluations
could only relate to local project.ginals and objectives. This res4lted in a large
diversity of evaluation approaches. It is not surprising, therefoite, that thepe
evaluations did not provide meaningful or useful management information at 'the
federal level for comparing projects. Without specific criteria for judging
project progress, the USOE really had no basis for making annual or mid-pioject
grant modifications. Most importantly, withOut such predetermined criteria, the
USOE had little indication of what criteria would be employed in the final evaluation
and so were'not able to manage effectively for success.

- 7 -

1 2

c



A-

'1

A final point in this ?regard relates to the whole area of the management of
eccational projects. While this was not a management practices study, many of
the findings and conclusions appear to relate directly to management issues. The
points raised above pertaining to advanced planning, the cl,arity_of program and
project objectives, and the use of fiscal data are management questions which
relate to attainment of student level outcomes. So too, we suspect, are the joints
made in The text pertaining to the inappropriateness of the jot: descriptions of
project staff, failure to maintain records pertaining to placement and other
project activities, and the limited focus and use of third party evaluations.
Based on our observations, project staff typically were sincere, hard working,
and oriented toward the substantive aspects of the program._ Tfpically, however,
they were not well versed in the use of sound management practices as an aid in
bringing about desired innovations in their school districts. Thus, based on the .
experience of the first round projects studied, it appears that a USOElocus on t
providing guidance and assistance in the area of project management would havi
been of majof benefit to the successful implementation of exemplary programs.

$"' itsSuch conclusions as these are not uncommon in national.studies. While they are
accurate, they are also somewhat misleading, for they cannot and do not cover,
pre-program context of the systern-of federal funding. Legislative intent is
frequently less than clear, the time constraints do not usuallrperMitt.careful
planning at the federal level prior to funding of local projects; the federal agencies
are frequently not sufficiently staffed to 'permit effe-ctive management and, when
they are, the desirability of effective federal management of,local educational
programs becomes a question., Thus, as long as inherent weaknesses such as
these persist, evaluation findings will essentially tend to be eithtr negative or
ambiguous and recommendations will be symptomatic instead of definitive.

1.
In conclusion, the USOE and especially the program qaff in DVTE, wgo have from
the outset not only Cooperated wia this study but also have taken actiops based on '

preliminary findings, should.be cummended. It is rare fora national program with
innovative and ambitious objectives to engage in If' comprehensive, .imp4ct-oriented
evaluation after only three years of operation. While :sortie of'the fixtd0gs of the,
study maw not be what one might have wished, .given the complexities ikatrent
implementing the Part D program during its initial,years, they ought fiorto be
surprising. In our judgment, perhaps the most significant aspec(of the studyiS
the inference which may be drawn from the fact that it waPone, andsthat a4ions
have been taken as a result. Clsarly, LISOE, and the staff of DVTE in particular,
have evidenced a commitment to improving both the context and the managematit
of federal education programs.'
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION

Part D of the 11168 amendments to the Vocational Education Act of'1963 provided
for the funding of exemplary projects at elementary and secondary,schoo4 levels
in each state and territory. As specified in the legislation, half of the funds for
the Part D program were to be administered directly by the f-ederal government
and half to be administered by the states and territories. At the end of the first
three year funang cycle of the program, it was determined that an evaluative
study' of the first years of program operations should be conducted. This report
presents the findings and conclusions of that study.

As outlined by, the U.S. Office of Education, the first issue to be addressed inlhe___I-------
evaluatione?ras the effectiveness of the federally_sponso-rerT'Pa-r projects.
Effectiven ss was to be m_w_au.ne-d--b-r-fEe degree to which udent outcomes
attributable to project activities conform tQ the legislative Int nt for the Part:D
funds." By virtue of this critetion for assessing program effec veness, consid-
erable emphasi-s/la the chapters which 'follow is placed on the bac round of the
Part D program and the conceptual framework which governed both the designof
the study and this report.

Throughout the process_of designing and implementing this assessment of the fiist
three years of the Part Dprogram, close attention was paid to the legislation and
to the issue of attribution of outcomes to Part D efforts.' At the outset,.an agree-
ment was made between the study team and the relevant offices within the U.S.
Office of 'Education that activities undertaken at the local level which could not be
related to legislatively based categories of Program:activity would be excluded
from consideration. It was also concluded that even though tilt I7SOE policy
guidance given to Part *projects did not address certain of the legislativerk
activities, data with regard to all of the legislative activities and their associated
results ,would be obtained. Finally, it was agreed that since the clear intent of
Congress was to provide support for activities which would produce student out-
comes, every effort would be made to assess th,e level of student impact of pro.ject
activities, although effort was also directed at teachers and other school personnel.

These crucial decisions m e at the start of the study Were basic to the overall
study design and hence to he findings whic,h aie presented in this report. As a
basis for interpreting the findings which follow, it should be understood clearly
at the outset that each of these decisions not only contributed significantly to the
nature of the findings of the study but also were somewhat bold. It was clearly
understood by the line administrators of the Part 'D program that this design'coupled
with what they knew, o,r suspected, about the exemplary projects at the local level
would pi"oduce, results which some would view as quite critical of the overall effort.

"'Equally clear'from the outset, however, was the even more basic decision on the
part of the program administrators that they desired as clear and accurate an
assessment of the first round effortsas possible:

It should be noted at this poin4that the Part D program was established to peri-nit
the implementation of concepts and approaches which, while supported by theory

tr and research, were on the frontiers of vocational education. As implemented under
the direction of the small program staff of USOE's Division of Vocational and
Technical EducAion, the federally administered projects focused on concepts which
over the next several Years came to be associated with the term "Career Education."
The first set of PartM projects, which are the subject of this study, are considered
by..many to be the.earliest federally supported efforts to implement on a compre-
hensive basis career education programs in local school distrites. With the

USOE Policy Paper AVL V70-1. Octoher 2 1969 \different policy paper, AV1E-V72-10, August 28, 1972, has
guided the operation of projects funded since that date
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termination of these initial projects, a.second group of projects was funded un ,a;a modified set lof program guidelines which-m*1.e explicitly, fodused on wht by en
were considered career education objectives. As this study began, a third set of
projects with a f cus which reflects the insights gained from the earjier.efforts Rlus
the increasingly -ide acceptance of career education were being planned. Thus, at
the time this study was being planned, it was apparent that the program would con-
tinue, that the basic concepts associated with Part D and career educati n in'gteneral
were most favorably received by,a wide audience, and that in the long ru much was
"to be gained by an assessment, of the first years of the exemplary effOrts i terms
that would contribute to improved program and'policy decisions in the futur

It was w ithin this aeneral context that the study was designed and implemente As
a result, the purpose of this report is not primarily to present:a detailed picture of
the achievements o'f,a set of projects which have now terminated, which b.y statutory
limitation are inelie,ible for further federal funding, Nand whose sister projects in'the.
sec and round" of Part D funding are guided by a different LISOEI5olicy paper. NOY

.s the primary intent to offer definitive conclusions with respect to the manner in
,which this particiila5 educational program was administered during its most forma-
tive years. While CO some extent this report does both of these, its more impOrtantv
purpose is to assist. -'in the further development and implementation of Part D and
related- educational: efforts.

r

Finally. before procfeding to the body of the report it must be stressed that this
study took place after the firs1 round programs had be'en in operation fl'Fat-least
three years. In many cases, formal funding had 'ceased and key persthiriel were no
longer in the scholdistricts at the time of the visits. In addition, as they were
charged to do, man+f the Projects had been highly successful in stimulating the
implementation D c,a.reer education concepts in other school systems. Iiideed, from
our visits to 50 projects and our contact with federal staff, itwas readily apparent
.that all associated'w1th the program were sincerely dedicated and,hard working.
Nevertheless, te combined effect of the absence of key personnel, the alisence of
baseline information with respect both to the student oustcomeindicators selected *
and the activities in force in schools visited when they first received Part D funds,
and finally, of Pi-oject success in dissemination of materials a:nd.approac,heg is
undoubtedly reflected in the absence of differences between participants and non-

' participants in some of the study outcome findings. The findings and conclusions
presented in the chapters which follow should point toward procedures..,and policies
which will impror t e implementation of Part D and career education efforts in the
future. I_1.,,this egand, it should be noted that appropriate IJSOE offices have already
taken significant a dons to overcome these problems. In a very real sense, then,
this report should e viewed as part of an ongoing process to developchreer educa-
tion in the nation's, schools. '00i.
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CHAPTER II: BACKGROUND

In June,of 1q73, the first of the- federal discretionary Part D projects were
terminating their third and final year of operation. These projects constituted the
earliest efforts funded under Part D, Section 142(c) of the Vocational Education
Act of 1963, as amended, and 'sere part of the first round of Part D funding. The
proet_ts were among the initial federally supported efforts in career education and
have been considered as in the vanguard of the career education movement. The ,

purpose of, this section is to discuss briefly the series of events which led to their
funding, the high points of their first years of operation, and to°sketch what
transpired from the national perspective the following yeas kith respect to this
study. It provides the historical background and objectives for the detailed
analysis of these projects which is the subject of this report.

A. Part D: Historical Overview

Part D of the Vocational Education Act NA as a direct result of recommendations
from a special Advisory Council on Vocational Education appointed by the Secretary
of Health, Education, 'and Welfare in Novei-"nber 1966. The Council was chaired
by Martin Essex, state superintendent of public Nistruction in Ohio, and included
members from business, labor, local school districts, universities, and private
foundations concerned with vocational education and manpower development. 1/ .

lb,Paying particular attention to innovations and new directions emerging from ;
research and development, the Council conducted a dettiled study of the status of
vocational education in the United States. The ,Council completed its work in
December 1967, and published its General Report containing legislative and
administrative'recornmendations the follow ing year.' The Council's recommenda-
tions were based on five operational principle4(,,for vocational education:

1. Vocational education cannot be mean fully limited to the skills necessary
for a particular occupation. It is more appropriately defined as all of those
aspects of educational experience which help a person to discover his talents,
to relate them to the world of work, to choose an occupation, and to refine,
his talents and use them successfully in employment. In fact, orientation
and assistance in vocational choice may often be more valid determinants of
employment success, and therefore more profitable use of educational funds,
than specific skills training.

2. ....Where complex instructions and sophisticated decisions mark the
boundary between the realm_oman and the role of the machine, there is no
longer room for any diclibtomy between intellectual competence and
manipulative skills and, therefore, between academic and vocational
education.

3. ....Education cannot shed its responsibilities to the student land to society
in his behalf) just because he has chosen to reject the system or because it
has handed him A diploma. In a world where the distance between the
experiences of childhood, adolescence, and adulthood and between, school

iond work continually widens, the school must reach forward to assist the
student across the gaps just .as labor market institutions must reach back to
assist in the transition....

4 Some type of formal occupational preparation must be a part of every
educational experie'hce.... In addition, given the rapidity of change and the
competition from generapy rising Aucationa,1 attainment, upgrading and
remedial education opportunities are a continual, necessity.
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5. The objective of vocational education should be the development of the
individual, not them needs of the labor market.... The system for occupatiOnal
preparation should supply a salable skill at any terminal point chosen by the,
individual, yet no doors should 'be closed to future progress, and development.?

Building on these prinOples, the Council rectrinmended a "unified system of
vocational education" which included the following as key components: i,

Occupational preparation should begin in the elementary schoors with a

ntellectual '
realistic picture of the world of work. Its fundamental purposes should be
to familiarize the student with his world. and to provide him the i

1

tools and rational habits of thought to play a satisfying role in it.

In junior high school,\ econetnic' orientation and occupational preparatio4
should reach a more sopiisticated stage with study by all students of the

,economic and industrial system by which goods and services are produced
and distributed. The objectives should be exposure to the full range,of.

\ occupational choices which will be available at a later point and full !
knowledge of the relative advantages and the requirements of each.

3. Occupational preparation should become more specific in the high scholl,
though,preparation should not be liMited to a specific occupation. Given
the uncertainties of a changing economy and the limited experiences upon
which Vocational choices must be made, instruction should not be overly
narrow but should be built around significant families of occupations or
industries which promise expanding opportunities.... All students outside
the college preparatory curriculum should acquire an entry-level job skill,

e:\but

they sh uld also be prepared for post -high school vocational and technical
education. ven those in the college preparatOry, curriculum might profit
from the techniques of learning by doing. On the other hand, care shoild be
taken that pursuit of a vocationally oriented curriculum in the-high school
does not block the upward progress of the competent studert wh&later'decides
to,pursue a college degree.

4. Occupational' education should be based on a spiral curriculum Aich treats
concepts at higher and higher levels of complexity as the stddent moves
through the program. Vocational preparation should be used to make general
education concrete and understan ble; general education should point up the
vocational implications of all education. Curriculum materials should be
prepared for both general and vocational education to emphasize these
relationships.

5. Rseyond initial preparation for employment, many, out of choice or necessity,
will want to bolster an upward occupation41 climb with part-time, and
sometimes full -time, courses and programs as adults. These should be
available as part of the regular public school system. They should rept be
limited to a few high-demand and \low-cost trades, but should provide a range
or ccupational Choice as wide as t ose available to students preparing for
initi t entry.

6. Occupational preparation need not and s ould not be limited to the classroom,
ato the school shop, or to the laboratory, lMany arguments favor training on

the job. Expensive equipmentneed not be duplicated. Familiarization with
the environment and discipline of the workplace are important p'arts of
occupational prepat4tion yet are hard to simulate in a classroom.
Supervisors and other employees can double as instructors. Andlhe trainee
learns by earning. On the ether hand, the employer and his supervisOrs
may be more production than training oriented. The operations and
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equipment of a particular employer niay coar only part of a needed range
of necessitating t nsfer among employers for adequate training. The
ideal is to meld the advantages of institutional and on-the-job training in
formal cooperative work study programs.

7 Effective occupational preparation is impossible if the school feels that its
obligation ends when the student graduatel. The schoolo therefore,must

\ -work with employers to build a bridge between school and work. L. Placing
student on a job and following up his sticce4ses and failures prevAde"4the best
possible information to the school on its on strengths and weaknesSegkli .

More directly relevant to Part D, the Council's third legislative recommendation
was that "funds and permanent authority be provided for the CoMmissiOner of

A Education to make grants and con4.cts to state boards and with the approval of
the state board to local ethicational agenciesfnd to other public or ntnprofit
private agencies, organizations, or i,nstituq.ons,for planning, development, and
Operation of exemplary and innovative programs of occupational preparation. "'

The Council noted that :'the effectiveness of a number of new methods, techniques,
and services has been verified in research and experimental studies" and that it
is necessary to Incorporate these new methods and services as they become
available in order to,ensure that all youth and adults, especially those with
disadvantages, have adequate and appropriate opportunities to prepare for
satisfactory employment.... The Council then specified that "these exemplary
programs of occupational education should include the following provisions which
are not offered widely in existing vocational education programs:

Exploratory odcupational education to provide practical and
educational experiences essential to understanding the demands
and complexities of our modern society and opportunities in
the constantly changing world of work;

Programs designed to acquaintStudents with employment
. A

opportunities antfp,teach skill and knowledge required in" one or more inchistries or families of dcdupations certified
by the U.S. Department of Labor as offering expanding
opportunities for ,employment;

Programs or projects to provide students withseclucational
experience through part-time work which wilebssist in their
maximum development and which will help link schocil and
employment;

Guidanceiand counseling to assure that all students' interests
and capabilities are developed.in relation to their career
objectives and to ease the transition from school to work by
assisting them in initial job placement;

Improvement of curricula to stimulate broad-scale innovative
changes to provide more reailstic vocational education 'programs
for youth and adults at all skiill levels\V

In essence, the Advisory, Council's 'Legislative Recommendation No. '3 was the
basis for Part D of the Vocational Education Amendments of 14.$1.§! The
expressed goal of Part D is "to reduce the contituing seriously high level of
youth unemployment by developing meaps fol. giving the same attention as is now
given to the college preparation needs of those young:persons ,who go to college,
to the job preparation needs of the two out of three young persons who end their
education at or before completion of the secondary level...." Based on this goal,

- 5 -
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the legislation states: "The purposes of this part, therefore, are to,create a
bridge'between school and earning a living for young people, who are still in
school, who haire left, school eitilezby graduation or by dropping oat, or who are
in postsecondary programs of vocational preparation, and to promote coottration

.

between public education and manpower agencies. "Z./

In order to build the bridge between school and earning a living and to promote
cooperation bet&een public education and manpower agencies, the legislation
provided funds, to be used to "carry out the development, establishment, aria
operation of exemplary and innovative occupational education programs or projects,
designed to serve as models for use in vocational.education prograMAY The
funds allocated to'Part D were to be distributed among the fifty states and the
District' of Columbia according to a formula specified in the Act with up to 3% pf
the total allocated to be distributed among Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam,

1/11

American Samoa, and e Trust Territories of the Pacific Islands according to
the'ir respective needs for assistance. Of the amount available to each state, .50%
was to be by the state and 50% was to be administered by the U.S.
Commissioner of Edu ation. , ..

, - -
FP/. both the state an E1 the federally administered portions of Pa'rt D, the legislation
specifies that grants' Or contracts may be made to pay all or part of the cost of
planning, establishi g, operating, or evaluating exemplary programs or projects
designed to carry o t the two main purposes et th Act and "to broaden occupational
aspirations and op orttinities for youths, with spe ial emphasis given"-to youths who
have academic, s cioeconornic, or other handicap , wlxich programs or projects
may among other , include -- , 4

11

,, ,
(A) thos designed to faroiliarize elementary and secondary school

stud nts with the broad range of occupations for which special
skit scare required and the requisites for careers in Such

-L

oc pations;
/

i.
,,:,

(B) pr grams or projects for students providing educational
e periences through work during the school year or in the,
summer;

D

4

(C) programs or projects. for intensive occupational guidance
and counseling during the last years of school and for initial
job placement;

'LP ) prograrhs or projects designed to broaden or improve
vocational education curricula;

(E exchanges of personnel between schools and other agencies,
institutions, or organitations participating in activities to
achieve the purposes of this part, including manpower

'agencies nd 'ndustry;

(1') programs or rojects for yting workers released from
their jobs on a part-time basis for the purpose of
increasing their, educational attainment; and,

(G) programs or prqjects at the second y level to motivate
and provide preprofessional preparation for potential
teachers for vocational.education."2./

1

"'

With the passage of the legislation in October 1968, operational responsibility for
Part D'lvas given to the Division of Vocational and TeChnlcal Education in the U.S.
Office of Education's Bureau of Adult, Vocational, and Library Programs. In

o 27 -s

O
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preparation for implementing Part D and related amendments, USOE sponsored
a conference in Atlanta in March 1969, at which a number of papers pertaining to
implementing aspects of the legislative program were polfesented. Among those
presented were: "Unifying an'Entire System of Education Around a Career
Development Theme, '"by Edwin Herr, and "Elements of a Model for Promoting

'Career Development in Elementary and Junior High Schools," by Norman Gysbers
The titles of thesr papers sugge-st the direct link which exists between the origins
Of the Part D effort and what several years later came to be ca ,lled "career
education."

In October 1,969, the U.S. Office of Education invited interested school districts
and other organizations throughout the country to submit proposals to conduct Part
D.projects. More than 175 proposals were submitted to UWE in response to this
invitation.11/ Based on review conducted in accordance with provisions cited in the

TFederal RegisterUSOE select-ed one project in each. state to receive Part D
funds for a period of three years. The, review process included proVision for
states to comment on and Veto proposals from organizations in their states. The
review was sufficient1y stringent that in some states all of the initially submitted
proposals v,..ere rejected and allocation of funds postponed until a proposal meeting
USOE'criteria was received. As a result of the review procedures as well as
variations in the time taken to -respond to the invitation for proposals, the initial
Part D projects did not all start at the same time. .

.

10/

The legislation provides that a project is not to receive Part D funds for more than
three years and the USOE invitation for proposals speCified that projects F.ould be
three years in duration. Since it was anticipated from the start that,onLe \the first
project in a state was terminated another would be funded, the initial projects are
commonly referred to as those funded in -the "First Round." In June of 1973, the
first of the Second Round projects were funded by USOE utilizing criteria and
insights gained during the first threeyears of operation, and by August of 1974, 47
Round II projects had been funded.

o 4

In total, 66 projects were funded by USOE in the first round in each of the 50
states,, the District of Columbia, and the territories. For various site-specific
reasons', three of_the earliest funded projects were terminated significantly
prior to:their expected three year ddralion. In two of these cases\ another
project in the state was awarded funds for a three -yea effort and was considel.ed

13/a part of the first-round effortz In seven cases it was determined that the recipient
of the initial grant would not need all of the funds available through the legislative
allocation formula and subsequently a second, and in the case of California a third,
project was funded and considered part of the ''first round." Table 1 on the following
page preserits the starting dates-for the first funded project in each state in the first _
column and'in the second, column the starting date for subsequent projects which are
considered as firserolind undertakings by virtue of receivaig funds prior to January
1973.

As will become clear in subsequent chapters of this report, there was considerable ,

diversitytamong the first round projects in terms of administrative structure,
specific project objectives, and operating style. USQE awarded grants in some
cases to state boards of education to encompass several school districts and in

-"other cases to single school districts to focus on a specific portion of the school
district. In every ca.sei however, die grants were made in response to proposals
judged consistent with a policy paper (AVL V70-1) which constituted a portion of
the invitation for proposals.

4 Hawaii, Minnesota, and Florida.
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T MILE I
FIPST ROUND COMMISSIONER'S SHARE_ PART D PROJECT MONTH OF NA

Year
M.nth.

1970 101

°

ca

.-

s SI

June July Aug. Sept Oct. Nov Dec. Stn. Feb. Mardl June

First
Funded
Projects

4

Ala
Ark.
Fla.
Ga.
Hawaii
Ken.
La.
Mass.
Mich.
Nev.
New Hemp.
N. J
N.C.
N. Dak.
Ore.
S.C.
Tenn.
Va.
D.C.
Miss.

Kan.
'Md.
Utah

Calif.
Okl.a.
Tex.
Wyo.

S. Dak.
Ohio

Conn.
Dol.°
Iowa
Me.
Minn.

..4

Mont.

.

Wash.

.

Colo'.
Ind.
Mo.
W.Va.

,

N.Mex.
N.Y.
Penn.
Wisc.

R. I.
Vt.

Alas.
Arlo.
Idaho
Ill.
Nob.

No. Procla 20 3 4 2 S 1 I 4 4 2 5

Year/Month gJune:71 Sept. '71 March '72' June '72 July 72

. .
-..., .

v 10 .

Subsequently
funded ----r.

projects,

Minnesota

7

Florida 111l4ois
N. Hemp.

California
California
New Jersey
New York

Maine:maIda
Michigan

No Protects 1 I . 2 1

SOURCE: Abstracts of Exemplary Projects In Vocational Education: USHER. June 1973.

6

\,

This policy paper served as a primary referenA point for 'both the funded projects ,-

and USOE during the,first round. While the projects varied inomany respects, all ,
were expected to comply with administrative and programmatic points made in
this key document. From a programmatic point of view, the paper speci ied that:
"In order tolItchiev maximum impact, the funds available for fiscp.1 y-ea 1,970
will be focused on programs or projects which combine, in one operational
setting, all the following aepects:

411

1. Pro n for broad occupational orientation at the elementary and secondary
school. levels so as to increase student awareness of t'be range of options open
to them in the world of work. 4

2. Provision for work experience, cooperative education; and similar programs,
Making possible a wide variety, of offerings in many occupational areas.

3. Provision for students not previously enrolled in vocational programs to
receive specific training in job entry skills just prior to the time that their
leave the school. (Soine of these training programs might be very intensive
and of short duration.)

4. Provision for intensive, occtipati0 riil guidance and counseling during the A.st
years of school and for initial placement of all students at the completion of
their schooling. (Placement might be in a job or in postsecondary occupational
training. Plac'ement should be accomplished in cooperation with appropriate
employment services, manpower agencies, etc.)

it 5. Provision for the grantee or contractor to carry the program on with support
from regular funding sources after the termination of the Federal assistance
under Part4D of P.L. 90-576. (Federal assistance under Part D cannot
exceed three years.1

- 8-
29
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While this section of the policy paper concludes by anticipating "that other program
emphases may. be highlighted in future fiscal years," the focus for all first round
projects was to be as stated. BasecMn three years of experience, a somewhat
modified policy statement currently serves as a basic document for second round
projects.

;
Concurrent with, the selection by USOE of sites for the implementation of project(s '---
funded from the 50% of Part D funds reserved for the U.S. Commissioner of
Education, the, states awarded grants with their half of the Part D.funds. In their' /use of Part D fiords the states were bound iiti the federal legislation as to procedures.,
and purpose but not by the USOE policy pap nd its designation of al",P;51f ',-.. :.'.,priority. As a result, the variation in the use of funds both withind.beti-Neen-, --. ".'": ',
states between 1969 and 1973 was considerable.,.-Tor.e7ogip.16, while some stales
acippted basically the same funding st-tatCzgy...as did USOE, providing a few projects
relatively large an-i_ounts .6f Money fora three year period, othe s funded a great
many pttojectS, for a short duration. By the same toke-n,_there as considerable .1,

.i,a_riation among states with respect to the sIpeclic types of legi latively authorized..
... > 'activities which they supported.-...t......7.. ,-

2. i 2.
In summary, while there was considerable variation among both state administered \ .

-`and federally administered Part D projects uring the years between the passage of
the leg;islation in late 1968 and the end of the \first three year funding cycle in June 1 c
1973, there were several key areas of commonality. The entire effort begin from
the Advisory Council on Vocational Education which in turn was basedon a

' comprehensive assessment ,of the status of vocational education in the U.S., and the
resear h and development efforts which were of note at the time. The Part D
legisl ion specified a general goal, two basic purposes, and a set of broad
procedures whichwere presumed to lead to accomplighing'ihe purposes. The .responsibility for implementing the procedures, i.e.,' developing the speaifiC..-
techniques which would in combination accomplish the legislative pui-poe, was
exiplicitly delegated tc§ USOE and the states presumably with the expectation that
variations would occur. These variations, however, were to be wfithin the
programmatic and procedural framework specified in .the Act.

B. Career Education: Its Relation to Part D
s

The origins of the concept of career education may be traced back several decades.
As a phrase with special meaning to the educational community,' it isgenefally
accepted' liat its origin is the speech by then U.S. CoMmissioner of iducaiion, ..

Sidney Marland, Jr., delivered in January 1971, at the Convention of National
:.Association of Secondary School Principals, entitled "Career Education Now." Iry ,.

the months which followed, Marland made a series of speeches:relating tb career -.....
-IVeducation and expanding on various aspects of the concept The positive respo e ,,

to his efforts was widespread. Career education became a major thrust of the U. 0E,,
during his tenure as Commissioner and eventually merited legislation creating wittriA
USOE an Office of Career Eduation. The fIctions of the dffiCe of pareex4Educaki:Ort ...,
include "providing for threrrionstration of the best of the current career education
programs and pfactices.. y thedeyelopmentand testing of exemplary programs ancf ..
practices.... and 'developing State and local plans for implemOntingicareer education., I' 'pr o'g iam.s . ... *

t ... I 4 i 4,
. 4 ". '

I . 1
IAs Marland used it and as carried forward int..e 1974 4m driienfS.to thp Elementary,

and Secondary.Ediicatibn Act which established an-Office of areett' yciucation, the.'
.., .term refers to a Set of concepts which have ''been discusSed y leaders and.scholar

in vocational and:of her education for years. "JAI In tracing flirt devetlopment of /4.
t career education ig; an educational program, leading advocaterbothitNithin the , ,.

17/ . ..Office of EducatiorYand without cite the major contribution made/by the Adviscrry
.Council on Vocatiottil Education of pulling together related resea eil. and setting ., I

.A. .2forth specific recommendations. Given that, it was not until 1971 that the term if
, :

4 ; %
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"oareer education" was popularized, there is no enconsistency in the conclusion
that while the Part D legislation and policy statements made no mention of it, the,
projects funded under this section of the Vocational Education Act constitute some

of the earliest efforts to operationalize the set of,.coirepts whic41' are ndwiassociated
with career education. ',/, -'..

,,', *

amade ajor commitments of time and funds to implement career education programs
and sev ral local schdol districts have invested j.a. ge amounts of their own

test u,r career education models in selected locations.

ur ing of then Commissioner Marland, a great deal of activity was undertaken.
The National Institute of Education provided relatively large amounts of funds to

significant investments in developing career educ tion curricula and in support of
resource in implementation. For its part, the .S Office of Education has made

Vhile 'the Part D prograariiikhich are the subject of this study May accurately be
onsidered_career education prOgrams, it must be noted that' thjey by no means
nstitute-all the federal and local effort over thepast several years. With the

Several states have

t .

career education researchprojects qther than thos associated with Part D. .

...,:.- ', : '

it:: fiumrhary, while the Part D projc is and career educatiOn have common or' igios
and share many eflucational concepts a d goal.,: it would not be accurate to pres:tirne..

,.that the first round effort of Part D constitutes a fiar test of 'implementing the . ;;
career education'concept. Rather, the first round projects, part.idularl.y thoke ..:..

-supported from the Commissioner's share of the'Part D appropriation,, should*e
seen as an early approach to operatidnalizing'the concept in tbe locai schord1-:
systeins, but only one of seve.rOsuch efforts. . .... -

C. 'Evaluation of Part D,Prcij'ects: Study Objectives .
tr..

- \As the completion of the first round three-year funding cycle for Commissioner's .

share projects drew to a close, the Office of Education determined that a thorough
evaluation of the first round effort should b imderlaken. While it was recognized
that an evaluation conducted at the end of the three year cycle could not directly
address the long term objectives of the PartD effcirts, it was presumed that much
information which would be ofassistance in the cont ued operation of the program
could be obtained. ,

More specifically, it was expected tha evaluation of th Part D program would '.,.,,,
lead to improved Implementation of the e ort during the se nd round of funding .,_''' I. -

and would contribut4 to the replication of ccessful processes by local school 6,' "--`.
districts. Singe thePart D effort was so cl ely associated 'wit the concept of e.

T4 t
..... ....."'

career education, it-itas also expected that in r.tnation might be o tained in the '4
course Of the evaluation which would assist in op rationalizing the c ncept at the
local level.

Within the 1,/.S. Office of Education the formal respon ibility for evalua trig Part D
i% that of the Office of Planning, Budgeting, and Evalua ion.. In the spring of 1973,
bPBE prepared a statement of work for the Part Dval tiOn which specified the
four following objectives:

1. Evaluation of the effectiveness of Federal discretio rt D) projects and
their. components where effectiVeness is defined as the e towhich
student outcomes attribdtable to project activities conform to the legislative
intent for Part D funds.

2. Performance of a cost a'nalysia of each Federal discretionary project covering
ithe three-year period of Part D 'funding with focus on the relation of cost to

student outcom and project process measures; and perforrnarice\,of cost
analysis for tilos discretionary projects whose funding has\ terrni4ted; .

coinparing there d before termination of Part, D funding,4ndtpe i:),eriod after
,its terminatio -: 1,,
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1, ' (.. ,, \ r --
14 \".. :0 : N- ......-3. Assessment of the influence of projects or their components on other scilpts

tand school systems in their states, and isolation of feasibility of replicant. ,,

... 4. \ i

and determination of the applicability of project characteristics in other ,

\,
settings.

Performance of a descriptive study and'analysis of projects supported from\,,,,

\ \
. state-administered funds, paying particular attention to their estimated

\ '\ impact; identifj.cation of diffefent state allocation strategies to deters e the
differential impact of various strategies..

\ s1accomplish
these objectives an work was begun in July. The work was to be

11 June 1973; OPBE signed a contract to have performed the work necessary to

aomplished in.two phases.
\ -

--% TheXirst phase of the effort was an "assessment ckf information available in annual\, -, .
, and Nkivl reports of each discretionary project in the first three-year cycle, on

1
file in;:t,ISOE, Washington, D.C., and discussions with USOE program managers.`

Is/
',., . A ong ,qi, purposes of this effort was to obtain the data base necessary to develop

\..
the sig(k.and ilistrumentation for the field data collection and analysis phase of the

'.. ,\
Ar, t , evalua n. .Implicit in the approach to the ,evaluation was the assumption that basic

; \ , descrip eaata on most, if not all, projects was available through the project
\ ' 'N

37 a n n u a 1 repoits and the externally conducted evaluations required annually of each
=\ 'PTOje-c-t

4.

. .
N

''A asea'zgin the extenssi-ve review of materials available regarding state and federal
pYtiKt-r-and an a as\IV.sis of third party evaluations, it was apparent at the*end of
the:, fsir.st several m ths that uniform data on the projects did not exist. Similarly,
it w ;apparent that where evaluations addressed the areaof project impact on.
parti }gating student c* data produced was not amenable to cross-site comparison.
There 1,,s7a.$ uniformity,in the indicators selected by the projects with regard to
achievement:of the pl'ogrtia 4513,Teacves specified in the Part D legislation and
related -

Given the divAiAl; the projects with regard to .specific student-related outcomes
as well as the ex4114-te diversity in program proceAses, the decision was made by
USOE and the contrkcto to developl set of student outcome and program process
hypotheses which wt.0ttie logically to the legislation and Part D policy statements.
These hypoths krelaie-se ted in the context of the next chapter.

`

.N
NO.:,

\..\`'

N .,-
Ba d upon an initial alhalysis of data, durihglliti tesie phase
in is regami- waS not kasible owilig4to, the ..eopF4,a,fis of time, resources,
amei ed accordingly

, 1 t:' 'Nli

!e
5

- '1:1--

r
it was determined that an extensive effort

kaild available data The contract was
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r 'CHAPTER III: EVALUATION FRAMEWORK

The purpose of this chapter is to provide the conceptual framework for the study of
\ the federally administered portion of the Part D program (Sec. 1.412(c)). The rela-

ti )nsliip between federal activities and objectives to local activities and objectives
\is discussed. Four b.?.sic'program elements and three relationships or pr'teesses
are identified and the study questions associated with them are presented. Dis-
cussion of the approach to the study of state administered Part D programs (Se
142 (d)) is presented in Chapter XI, togethervith related findings.'

A. Overview

The complete process of evaluating a program such as Part D requires the perform-
ance of several activities including tile statement of program goals, the Measurement
of the extent to which the goals were achieXed, and finally, comparing achievements
to goals and making a judgment on goal achievement. In a very real sense, it is
this last step, making a judgment on goal achievement, which is evaluation. The
object of this study was to measure program,achievements and to analyze the results
as a basis for evaluation. In the sense used here, evaluation of the first round
Part D programs is to be performed by the USPE ancItthe Congress.

This national study of the federally administered portio# of the Part D program was
to fociis on the results of 50 different projects. located in 49 states and the District
of Columbia. Each project had its local goals and objectives, and each had been
independently evaluated in these terms. It was a condition of the Part D grants that
each project arrange for such an evaluation annually and that the evaluation reports
be submitted to USOE for review.

For several reasons, it was vplicit from the start that this study would not be a
'compilation of 50 individual project evaluations. First, it was recognized that the
dive rsi,tsy among the projects in terms of locally determined procedures and objec-
tives would make meaningful cross-project summary statements difficult under the
best of circumstances. Second, it was recognized that there was no consistent

\i'arnework used by the local project evaluators and that the quality of the evaluations
\v\aried considerably regardless of the framework used. Finally, and most impor-

. t,, the study was to focus its limited resources on the federal effort and the
ree to which the entire Part o effolt.realized-Thieral legislative and policy ... ,objectives. In this context, each project was viewdd as a component of the federal

effort and each was expected to contribute to the realization of the federal goals.

Thus, while each project had its own shortl range Objectives and longer range goals,
the focus of this study was to be on the accomplishment of federal objectives of
Part D and, inferentially, on progress toward the' federal goal. Given this perspec-
tive, it was to be an assessment of the extent to which the local projects contril;uted\
to achievitg the purposes of Part D as defined in the legislation and federal policy
statements. As such, the study could be considered an assessment of any individual. \
Part D project only to the extent that its objectives were congruent with federal .
objectives, ; a

Tie discussion presented in the preceeding chapter described and summarized the
7 sa ient points of the Part D legislation and its origins. In'essence, the legislation

provided for the expenditure oftifeceral funds in local school systems in order to
produce a specified sett of actiVItids which in turn would producean effect on stu-
dents which was expected to contribute toward achieving the goal of thelegislation.

de
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The typical relationship among jhe elements of the Part P program may be depicted
as in Figure 1 below, Many evaluations encounter difficulties by failing to differen-:
tiate conceptually between federal and local inputs, and federally expected and local

outcomesi and gdal,. This important distinction is reflected in Figure
and illustrated more fully by gure 2.

Federal Program Local Project Local Project Federal
Goal

I_

Inputs
I.

Fedec'ally,Expecte Federally Expected
_Activities Student Outcomes Local
ACtivities Student Outcomes Goal

I Local Program
Intuits

FIGU tE fl. ,

PLANNED S,TVCTURE OF THE PAR'D(c) PROGRAM
P4
I. ..

The.-relationship'presented in Figure 1 between federal and locinputs, activities,
outcomes, and goals is meant to be illustrative of one of several logical possibili-
ties. The actual-relationship:may be expected to vary across projects. Figure, 2
below illustrates the five logically possible relationships between the federally
expected program outcomes and those of a, single Part D project. As suggested by
the figure, the locally planned outcomes of a project operated with Part D funds.
could: a) be the same as the federally expected outcornes,,b) be only a portion of

s the federally Sponsored outcome), c) include all fedezally expected outcomes within
a larger set of local outcomes, d) include only a portion of the federally, expected
outcomes Within a set of broader outcomes, or e) be independent of the federally
xpecled outcomes,

(a)`

Federal outcome =
objectives

Locl outcoine
objectives,

NM

FIGURE 2

POSSIBLE' RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN PART D PROGRAM OUTCOME OBJECTIVES
AND LOCAL PROGRAM OUTCOME OBJECTIVES

I

The same set of poSib e relationships exists between locally planned activities and
federally expected'acti ities and between the federal goal and the local goal. While

* by definition a Part D roject will utilize some Part D funds, in some instances a
project may utilize only the funds 'available though Part D, and in others it may
supplement these funds. Al hough one might hypothesize a relationship between
the origin of project resourcbs Or inputs and the origin (i.e., federal verus local)
of project activities and outcomes, pure logic does not permit presumptions in
Allis regard.

am.
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EvaluatiB. Framework Applied to Part D

Given the vie\Z., reflected in Fig re 1, the Part D program may be considered for the
purpose of this evluatibn as hay' g four basic_ elements:,11) Federal Goals; (2) Fed-
eral Inputs; (3) Federally Expected Project Activities; and (4) Federally Expected
Student Outcomes. The elements build on each other and are linked by three dif-
ferentbut cumulative rqationships. ach of these is des_c_nibecl briefly'Jielow.
The description of the four program elements is followed by a dis,Cussion of the
three sets of relationships.

1. Federal Goal

As stated in the federal legislation, the goal of Part D of the 1968 amendments
to the Vocational Education Act was to "reduce the continuing seriously high
level of youth unemployment. " 'The legislation doesinot explicitly state that
Part D alone will result in a reduction of youth une ployment.' Rai,iier, it is
implicit that Part D represents one of several stepg be taken in reaching
this goal. .

The legislation indicates that an effdrt designed to make schools as effective
in meeting the job preparation needs of students not going to collegP,as Liffey
are in meeting the needs of the college-bound student wouldtcontribu& to the
realization of the goal of reducing the high level of youth unemployment. The
legislation states that this effort requires developing "new ways to create a
bridge between school and earning a living for young people," in part by promot-
ing "... cooperation between public education and manpower agencies. "

2. i Federal Inputs

From the legislation, the Federal Register, .and the USCE Part/D policy paper,From
it can be inferred that in order to make school more relevant to the job prepara-
tion needs of students, project& were to be funded which aimed at broadening
oth occupational aspirations and opportunities,for yqtth, especially those with
ademt, socio-economic,. or other handicaps;

To \this end the actcaLjiit orized the appropriation of up fo $222, 500, 000 for a\
perl.9d, of four years. Olif this amount, $67 million was actually appropriated,
over 't four years with approximately 3-3,500,000 devoted to the federally
admini eredprojects under Part D (Sec. 142(c)). The funds actually appro-
priated f,epresent the res uLces allocated toward reaching thd goal ui reduced
youth unemployment through Part D. In other words, the federal funds alloca-
ted, in accordance with a legislatively prescribed formula, constitute the
federal resources or inputs into each Part D project and in total to the Part D
prog ram.

Responsibility for administering these inputs was delegated by the Congress lo
the U.S. Office of Education, and from there to the USOE Division of Vocation-
al and Technical Education (DVTE). Operationally, it was the responsibility
of DVTE to insure that the legislatively available resources were utilized,as
planned.

- .15 -
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Federally Expected Project Activities

Ideally, inputs are made with the expectation that outputs' will be produced In
this case, grant awards were made with the expectation that certain activities
would occur which would,lead to achieving student outcomes and ultimately the
achievement of the program goal. These activities constitute the planned fed-
eral-activitids at the level of the local schogil district (LEA). While these
activities typically will be contained within Ae field of local activities, the
relationship of the federal activities to local activities may vary from project
to project. Irksome locales, the LEA may focus ,entirely on the federally
expected activi ies, while in other place only selected federally expected
activites may b addressed.,

In the context of S tion 142(c) of Part D, the "Commissioner's share" effort,
the project level actiVities which federal legislation and USOE policy* specified
should result from fe&ral expenditures were that there be:

in each state a formall designated project functioning in accord with Part D
policy and funded at an annual rate of between $100, 000 and $200, 000;

in each project, some leyll of activity directed toward occupational orienta-
tion at the elementary and secondary school levels;

in each project some leyel of work experience or cooperative education
activities;

in each project an effort to provide intensive job entry skill training to stu-
dents just prior to their leaving school;

in each project an intensive guidance and coinseling program for students)
and

in each project the initial placement of students leaving school.
0

In addition to these activities, there were activities mentioned in the leigislation
but not regt recOn the USOE policy paper. These activities are:

activities foxy young workers released froin their 'obs on a part-dine basis
for the purpose of increasing their educational a amment;

1

411*
activities encouraging the exchange of personnel between schools and other
agencies, institutions, or organizations' participating i activities to achieve
the purposes of Part D, including manpower agencies dnd industry; and

activities designed at the secondary level to motivate and provide pre-
professional-preparation for potential teachers of eoCational education.

4. Federally Expected Student Outcomes

The object of expending federal funds to produce a set of program activities at
the school district level was to produce a change in students which would coil.-
tribute to attaining the federal goal of reducing the rate of youth unemployment
Since neither the legislation nor the federal policy statements specified the
student outcomes which were to result from implementing Part D projects, it
was necessary in designing the evaluation to develop a set of expected outcomes
logically related to the federally expected activities at the project level. The

* USOE Policy Paper goveLning first round Part D Sec. 142(c),projects AVL V70-1.
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implicit assumption was that if these objectives were produced the would con-
tribute toward the realization of the long-range goal of reducing the high level
of youth unemployment. These outcomes, when measured and judged attributable
to projecttactivities, Niould serve as indicators to the degree to which progress'
had been made toward the realization of the long range goal.

I

The expected 'student outcomes were speOfied jointly by the study team and the
two salient units of USOE (DVTE and 014,13E). The set of specified outcomes
which emerged f m the interaction was not intended toe exhaustive. Rather,
the final set constituted those outcomes which were considered reasonable
expectations of Part D projects administered in local school° districts relying
primarily On federal funds. These objectives are as follows:

Student participants will be able to identify a greater number of occupOions
than non-particiRants.

Student participants will demonstrate more familiarity with tasks and func-
tions associated with selected occupations than non-participants.

Student participants uTi11 be more familiar with the requisites associated
with employment in selected occupations than non-participants.

Student participants will score higher on pre-wqcational, job readiness ,tests
than"non-participants.

,Student participa is will indicate more positive attitudes toward employment
than non-partici ants.

The variety of careers being considered by individual participating students
will be greater than the variety for non-participants. 4.

Student participants will indicate more positive attitudes toward guidance
and counseling than non-participanM

' More student participants will indicate having a,career plan than non-
participants.'

More student participants will include further training or education as a
portion of their career plan than non-participants.

More student participants will cite their career preference as their expected
career than non-participants.

a

The number of student participants citing vocational education as their
future career will be greater than non-participants. (Note: This outcome
was based on language in the legislation that did not appear in the USOE
policy paper. ),

Students will evidence behavioral gains (e. g. , less tardiness, fewe;absences,
fewer disciplinary problems, etc,) as a result of participating in career ed-
ucation

A greater number of graduates within the past 12 months who have partici-
pated in the program will be employed full-time or in further training than
non-participants.



5. Relationship One: Federal Inputs to Project Activiti -s

As indicated, the federal resources or inputs were expecte result in a set
of specific actiyities carried out ire at least one school dis6-ici in each state.

oi,..,

Program activities in this context are understood to include methods and tech-
niques employed in producing the Progrptm outputs, i. e., student outcomes.
It is- presumed that the relationship bet6een inputs and outputs is ,econsidered td
be ,i manageable one, which is 16 say that adjustments in the inputS, will alter
the outputs. These adjustments usually are, in fact, changes irirOject activi-
ties. .

Typic,11y, an evaluative ,-,tudy first takes some measure of program inputs and
outputs. Once this is accomplished, it is necessary to analyze and int0-pret
the findings in order for them to have meaning and uiility. Taken sepai.ately,
there are four possible findings: (1) the inputs occurred as'*plannel.; (2) they
did not; (3 the outputs occured as planned; arfd,(4) they did not. Once it is
known whi -11 of these findings is the case it is also necessary to understand
the relationship of the inputs 'and the outputs. As indicated in Figure 3, there
are four posSible combinations.

.

Outnuts occurred as'planned
Inputs occurred as planned
Inputs dld not occur as planned. lit

tquokI.: 3

RELATIONSHIP OF INPUTS TO OUTPUTS

Outputs did not occur as planned
II

IV

.

Cell I indicate' that both the inputs and outputs 'occurred as planned. In this
situation the analysis focuses on program activities in an atterript.to discover:
(a) what factofs have been important' to success? and (b) are there getter or
more efficient ways to produce similar results in the future?

In Cell II, the planned inputs occurred but the expected outcomes did not result.
When this happens, it is a function of evaluation to determine thc reasons for
ailure in order to avoid failures in the future. Once again, activity
onside rations are important. It may be determined that changes in method

or technique will correct the problem, It may also be determined that activity
t:o factors are not the problem. The levePof inputs simply may not be sufficient0-,

, to produce the desired results. In the worst case, it may be discovered that
the inputs are themselves inappropriate to produce the desired outcomes, In
the first instance, the soluti n is essentially a problem of improving the man-
agementagement of the inputs. In the latter'case policy -con's ide rations are involved in

G.

changing the planned inputs.
9

Cells III and IV represent circumstances where it is determine d that the
planned inputs did not occur. In both cases activity considerations are not
as significant as in the case p already discussed. Cell III depicts an instance
of the desired outputs resulting from less investment.than planned. The
obvious questions to answer here are (a) "was the plan faulty and do the desired
results occur from a lower input level than was felt necessary?"; and
(b) "would the outputs have ocrurreci in the absence of the inputs?" Both
questiorrs, relate, of course, to poliCy considerations. At least theoretically,
the production of planned outputs, without the planned inputs dccurring, should
be a rare occurrance. Usually, wheii the findings reveal that the planned in-
puts were not made, the reasonable expectation is that the planned outputs
also would not be produced, as in Cell IV.

4
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The relationship between federal inputs (defined as the Part D Sect 142(c)
fun* available to a project) and the 'specific results they were expected to
produce concerns the manner in Which ,the federal government dispersed the
Part D funds and the manner fn which the local projects complied with"the
basic provisions of their Part D grant. More specifically, the set .of primary
factors governin the relationship between federal inputs and project activities
may be characterIzed as program management. Broadly, the factors investi-
gated were:

the stated objectives of the projects;

the nature of the organizaeons recei7ing Part D Sec. 142(c) funds; and

compliance with federal policy with respect to project management.
1

\\, 6. Relationship Two: Project ActiVities to Student Outcomes

The basic logic with respect to interpreting' the.data related to this set of pro-
cess factors°is the same As deicribed above. Essentially,- if activities and
student outcomes occurred as planned, the focus would be on isolating the
factors associated with project.succe'A_ and on determining if the most cost
effective 'approaches were used. Wifie other hand, if activities were not as
planned, positive level p of student outcomes would not be %xpected 'and focus
should be on explaining the unexpected levgl of activity rather than on unexpec-
tedly low student results.

Based A the a'sumption at the start of the "study that project activities general-
ly would conform to planned federal program activities, the following were
determined jointly by DA and USOE as the project treatmej*factors or indica-
tors most likely to explain the student outcomes of the Part D program:

Participating students will engage in more career familiaripatien curriculum
activities than will non-participating students.

Participating students will engage in More out-of-class career
activities than will non-participating students.

Participating students will be exposed to more career resource people in
the classroom than will non-participating students. eu
A greater number of participating students will be assistel in securing jobs
or in entering work experience programs during the schocyl year than will
non-participating students.

Participat;ttg students will receive more occupational guidance' and counsel-
ing during a school year than will nori-participating students.

Participating teachers will encourage students to consider careers in voca-
tional education.

7. Relationship Three: Student Outcomes to Federal Goal

In essence, the relationship between thee goal of reducing youth unemployment
and achieving the student outcomes associated with Part D is hypothetical.
Also, an analysis of this relationship cannot be expected to provide a suffici-
ent explanation of the extent to which the goal lwas attained. Clearly, the
nature of the job Market, f6r example, has as much to do with the level of
youth unemployment as the 'skills and, attitudes of the youth.
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Given the nature of ttis relationship and the judgment by USOE that three years.
of program operation Was too short a period to expect-full impact from a
program operating at the elementary thrdugh high*school grade levels, this
study does not address eitheefthe attainment of the long range goal or the rela-
tionship between the goal and student outcomes.

C. Summary and Co cl ions

In th\ first section of this chapter a general framework.was presented for des-
cribing and evaluating a federal p-rogrkm, such as Part D, which is implemented
through grants to agencies at the local level. The framework, Figure 2,
identifies four program elements and three distinct relationships.

6 .

The program elements and processes were discussed briefly in Section$ above.
It was noted that for this stu of the first three years of the Part D program
questions pertaining,to the pio ram's impact on the long range goal of reducing
youth unemployment could not be addressed. Figure 4, below, illustrates the
frarriework as it applies ,t6 this study, In'this illustration the three program
elements and two sets of process factors around v.hich part D data were collec-
ted and analyzed are identified. The figUre a'Iso.illustrates the relationship
between ,a. number of chapters in this 'report Specifically, Chapter V addresses
federal inputs or resources, Chapter VI addresses project level activities, or
the extent to which the federal resources resulted in the expectedactivities at The
project level; Chapter VII addresses the relationshipbetween the management of
federal resources and achi7veinent of project level activities. In Chapter VIII
the student outcomes of the Par t D program are presented, and in Chapter IX the
relationship between these outcomes and project level activities is discussed.

Federal Program Inpuv Local Project Local Project
0 [Federally Expected Activities( [Federally Expected Outcomes

Activities Student Outcomes

FIGURE4
EVALUATION FRAMEWORK

0

, In Chapter IV, which follows. theprocedures used to collect and analyze the
Part D Sec. 14Z(c) study data are discuqsesl. Methods and findings pertaining
to the descriptive study of state administered projects (Part D, Sec. 142(d))
are presented in Chapter )P..
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CHAPTER IV: STUDY METHODS

A. Obtaining Background Information.

The general plan for this evaluation began with a process in which background'
information concerning Part D,pr'ojeCts was to be obtained through review of

,various documents in the files of DVTE. It was expected that grant proposals,
'third party evaluations, interim reports, USOE site visit evaluations, corres-
pondence, and other grant award materials would provide information,describing
the characteristics of Exemplary Projects and of the students participating in
them. Information regarding the following topics was sought:

1. Characteristics of Exemplary Projects

Objectives and major components of projects;

Descriptions of the scope of each major component or activity;

Identification of materials and techniques used;

Organizational and management structure of prgject;

Size, background, qualificatio,s , and roles of project staff;

Linkage of project to local and state educational decision-making
structures;

Linkage.of project etimanpdwer agencies, employment service
agencies, and employers; .

Summary of projeCt costs by'category and by source of support;

Geographic and economic setting in which prOject islocated;r
k

Summary and assessment of third party evaluation; and

Summary of major changes occurring in project since initiation of
Part D funding.

2. Stutlent Characteristics

Number of students participating in project out ail the total eligible
populatign of school or school system, if project is systbmwide;

Breakddwn'of participating students by curriculum (general, voca-
tional, academic), grade level, and component or activity (required
in policy paper or in addition to thdke required); and

Number and characteristics of .participating students placed and
summary of folloi,vup information.

This information was to be utilized (a) in developing a project-by-project
descriptionoLtshe federally administered proActs which could lead to the
development of a typology of these projects; and (b) as the data base neces-
sary for developing the research design and instrumentation to be used in
the study.

- 21 -
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The review indicated that'mlaph of the anticipated information was either not
available, or was not available in a fo'rm that permitted fulfilling the tivo
objectives indicated above. The alternative procedure adopted was to seek
consistent and detailed information as to the size and scope of the individual.
projects by met % of a mail survey, and to collect more descriptive data
during the study's onsite visits. a.

In August 1973, each of the 50 projects to be visited was sent a set of forms
which were to be completed and returned to DVTE. Each project was re-
quired to report the number of participating and non-participating students
and teachers by grade and school for participating schools in the school
district and the number of students and teachers by grade for nonparticipat-
ing schools. In.addition, the projects were asked to report the number of
12th grade participating and non-participating students, enrolled in academic,
vocational, and general curriculum programs. '`

By the end of September; approximately half of the Projects had responded
to the DVTE survey and by December, 34 projects had responded. During
December a portion of the requested data was secured from the remaining
projects by telephone. This background information regarding participating
teachers and students reported by the projects was next used in planning the
logistics of the field operations. (As will be elaborated later in the report,
the quality of the information varied considerably across sites with regard
to the,number of participants but was generally accurate with respect to the
nurnber of participating schools.) .

B. Study Design

During the first three-year cycle of Part D funding, 61 projects were supported
in the 50 states and the District of Columbia. Typically; one Part D, sec. 1421c)
project was funded in each state. In several'cases, the first funded project,
terminated at the end of one year and another project was started in its place.
In four states, more than one first-roufid project was in operation at the same
time-. The projects included in this study were selected to trieet the following
criteria: First, one project in each state with a first-round project operating in
FY '73 was to be visited; as Hawaii had no such project, 49 states anethe District
of Columbia were visited.' Second, each project visited must have prOpOsed to
focus activity at the elementary s'chool, juniof highwschool, and senior high school
levels. Third, if more than one project met the second criterion, the first,
project funded was selected.

While in the majority of cases-the projeirt-encompassed only one or a portionof
one district, in several states the Part D, SeC;-142(c) projectencompLasSed
several school districts. In all but two cases these districts were treated in the
same fashion as a single district. Where diQtricts were contiguous, the set of
participating districts was defined as_one "proj.eW,'filr2the,purp'ose.of drawing the
student sample and obtaining other LEA- pecific 1 s. --tii312.-:,,In..the two cases
where the project included discontiguous districts, tirri-e%. -..reso-arte constraints
made it` impossible to select students randomly from the entire project. In these
two cases, the /participating district considered the most P--utstandivg by the ParI-
D, 142(c) grantee (the State Education*,e-ncy) as selected.

Within each of the 50 projects selected, the broad design called for administering
questionnaires'and tests to bothl)a.ilicipating and non-participating students in
,grades 6, 9, and L2. These grades 'here chosen becaupe they represented the
terminal years for the differing niarricula and objectives generally assigned at the
elementary, junior high, and senior high levels; they would thus be expected to,,be"
the grades where students had iec`eived the maximum impact in each of these

c-14
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three curriculum segments.' ,Questionne,i7S werte also administered tn

.\,
'

/ participating a*1 non-participaitipg tea.q4 s,,,end to participating schogl conn-
1

selors. In addition, ineervieWs',Were conducted with, local project' staff and
..SEA staff. i

Preliminary' inquiries indicated that most projects were notable to identify
precisely either the students who were "parlicipants" in the program, or what:,;
constituted "participation." ,Considerable effort was devoted to finding satist
factory operational definitions Pf these terms, since participation was the key ,

factor governing thelittu'dy design. As a result of this effort, the following .-'
definitions were adcloted:,

A participating teacher was defined as a, teacher who: ..
- Iteceived project=supported training; or

4

- Utilized project-supplied materials, or

Utilized project staff in class orri developing course activities
(a,- project staff Member was defined as a person whose salary
was paid in whole or in part by Part D(c) funds ), or

- I Began engaging in course activities advocated by the project staff
since .the inception of the project and was considered by project
staff as a "participant.' ,

A participating counselor was defi ,ned as a counselor who:
.1

ReceiVed project - supported training, or
9' 1

Utilized project-supplied,rnaterials, or

Received assistance or iniortmation from project staff in the imple-
mentation of guidance, arid counseling activities, 'or

Altered some aspects of hips guidance and counSelizig program such
that it conformed tty.-actYvities or approaches advdcated by the
project staff since inception of the project, and was consideredsby
project staff as a 45participant."

<1.

Participating students were defined as follows: f

6th grade participating students were current 6th grade students, of
a participating teacher.,

4
o.

9th grade participating students were current 9th grade students of
at least one'participating teacher; or students who had received
guidance/counseling service from at least one participating coun-
selor or staff member during the current school year.

12th grade participating students were current 12th grade students

were enrolled in a project-supported wtil'rk experience program;
or . '..

\ (

were 9nrolled in a project -supported "job-entry skill training"
program, an d weve not irre.1,worIc experience program; or

. ,,\. N
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were taught' lnr at least onc' participating teacher or-staff
'

member/ and were not in either a work experience program or
agjob entry skill training program; or -`

were,not in one of the above groups and had received guidance/
counseling service (including job placement) from at least one
participating counselor or staff member during the current
s1/4 of year;--Or

--'---
had been expos d-rduring the current seh-6-61 year, to a,project-

---- --
supported activity other than those-cited above, and were -not.--in gne- of the abwre groups. ...

.,.,---
....- .-- 4

two efiiiitions for the 9th grade are not mutuailyt, exclusive, and no distinc-. .

--, -flo..n.ur s made between 'them for' sampling purposes. The 12th graderoups,
...---hOwevert .we're defines1:to-Yield mutually exclusive groups, and sampling and

...----- ...
Coding-prcedures-Were designed to preserve these groupings for analytic pur-. ,..
-doses:_,ASVicatd in Figure C below the groupings are defined in a hier-

*.. 'a,pcticial-manner; i.e. , the students in the first groiip may alsd have received the
''...----- lervices cited for the other groups, the students in group (135 May also 'have

......--/ received theservices cited for 'groups (c), (d), and (e), etc: -
,-

T e approach to stratifying the 12th grade participants Wa;1 developed in responseAfil
o diffic.tilties encountered during pre-test visits to Part ,15 projects. During these

visits. it was found that high school students often participated in severalprojecti
,

activitiei, kut typically.projects had no records of the number of activities in
whic.h a student participated, and that names gf individual students were xi:reliable
by.lay but unduplicated lists of participants had to be specially construcCed for
this study. the 12th grade strata were defined so a.,' to make feasible the con-,

PStruction of unduplicated lists of participants frorin.which samples were. drawn.
Each student sampled was asked questionathat W-er' developed separately:for
each project to determine whether he had participa`te,d in the activities in addition
to those primarily associated with his stratum'. ..- ..-

.
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The original design had called for a four-way classification,of 12th graders, on.
the basis of "course of study," i. e., academic, vocational, gene;-al, and out-of -
scl),00l students. This approach proved to be infeasible, however, since most
projects were not serving out-of-school students and most LEAs did not classify
students_into the other three groups.

The basic design called, for the administratiOn of tests and questionnaires to both
participating and nonparticipating students at the 6th, 9th, and 12th grade levels.
In addition, questionnaire's were adiriinistered to participating and non-participat-
ing 6th grade teachers as well as ko,tlarticipating teachers in grades 1-5, 7-9,
and 10-12, and to counselors. (Tile:non-/participant teacher questionnaire was
similar to, but not identical with,.:the qupstionnaire completed by thetparticipat-
ing teachers. ) For ease of exposition, these groups of non-participants will be
defined in the context of the discue,s4on of sampling, which follows.

C. Samptilng Procedures: Students
:$ e.

samplingThe basic principle follpwed in the ssmpling procedures was to insure that within
each project, each prticipating stuVlent within the 6th grade, 9th grade, and
each of the five strata of the 12th grade hacl the same chance of being included in
the sample as every other student in the same stratum. In addition, the number
of students to be sampled in each stratum Was to be 5% of the participants in that
stratum and no fewer than 30 students. Stlidents were to be selected randomly,
without regard to classroom units; thus the student became the unit of analysis.

Due to logistical, time, and cost consideralkons, it waedecided to draw the stu-
dent sample for each stratum from no mo han five schools. In projects having
five or fewer schools involved in a given s Datum, pr portional sample was
drawn from each school, i.e., the number of participat g students sampled from
each school was proportionate to that school's represent Lion in the total number
bf participating students in the stratum. In projectshavm more than five schools
involved in a given stratum: five schools were selected by using a weighted ran-
dom procedure, i.e. , each school's chance of being selected was proportionate
to that school's representation in the total number of participating students in the
stratum. An equal number of students was then drawn from each of the fiv,e
schools selected. Both o4 these methods -- the proportional sample involving
all schools when there was no school selection, and the weighted procedure for
selecting schools when there were more than five schools -- gave each participat-
ing student in the project stratum an equal chance of being sampled.

4

In both methods, total sample size for a stratum was calculated on the basis of
5% of the number of participants jri that stratum, /with a minimum of 30. Where
a stratum had less than 30 participants in the prelject, all of the. students were
used in the sample.

In the four'cases where the number of participating schools increased substant-
tially during the third year of the project, student sampling was limited to the
schools which participated for the entire project period. For example, in one state
where 11 high schools were participating during the third prpixt year, the student
sample was drawn from one high school with which the project had been associated
since the first year of operation.

-The field procedures developed for selectingithe specific students involved the
use of a table of random numbers applied to rosters of students in each student
group. Detailed instructions were provided to the field workers to assure success-
ful implementation of the sampling plan. Table 2 presents a summary of the
sampling approach used in the 50 projects that were visited.

4.
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TABLE 2 .
DISTRIBUTION OF PROJECTS BY SAMPLING 'APPROACH, BY STRATUM

Sampling Approeich
Grade (stratum)

6th 9th 12th ...

. (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

Proportional approach (approx. 5%;
600 or more participants) 7 4 -- 1 1 -- --

Fixed number approach (approx.
30; less than 600 participants) 39 39

- /21-I 2/
15

3/
25 5

4/
3 -./

.

None sampled: No participants ..61 2 4^ 28 32 23 43 43
, .

None Sampled: Administrative -
reasons-7/

2 1 2 1 2 4

Total . . 50 50 50 50 50 50
,-.

50

1/
Due to the small number of students in the stratum and scheduling difficulties, in eight of these projects fewer than
25 students were tested. -.

. . C2/ q.
Due'to the small number of students in the stratum and scheduling difficulties, in five of these projects fewer than
25 students were tested i

3/
Due to the s,tail ,,,,....1-,er of students in the stratum and scheduling difficulties, in seven of these projects fewer than
25 students were tested

(

4/
9ue to the small number of students in the stratum and scheduling difficulties, in three of these projects fewer than
25 students were tested .

Oh' t

Due to irregular school attendance, the number tested in two of these projects was less than 10; because of the special
nature of all three projects, their resultS are not included in genetlal analyses. '

--.,

6/ fr
The of participants in a stratum does not necessarily imply the absence of a project activity; at the 12th grad',
for example, in 12 projects all counseling and guidance was provided in conjunction with other activities. Also, where
projects had completely terminated an activity, students could not be tested.

7/
In one project no testing at the 6th, 9th, and 12th grades could be scneduled; in two projects, no 9th grade testing
could be scheduled but 6th and 12th was possible: and in another, no 12th grade testing was possible although 6th and
9th was In the case of one project, so few students at the 6th grade level actually were tested that they were
excluded from the analysis In the case of stratum 7 (12th grade lathe), either students did not attend school on a
regular basis, or they could not be identified.

For each group of participating students selected for testing at each project, a corn-
parable group of non-participating students was selected, if avAlable. These
.",control" students were also selected randomly (not on a classroom basis), and
were taken from the following sources, in order of preference:

same schools as the participating students; this source was used only if
the school did not apply any special selection criteria (e. g. , academic
achievement).for placing studentys into classes taught by participating
teachers;

4
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nine rent schools s irhin the same school disiric t;,selectionof schools was
based upon the judgements of school officials and study staff concerning
income levels of parents served by the schools, the ethnic composition of
the student bodies, and the size of the student populations. Where these
factors were judged to be equal, preference was given to schools located
relatively close to the participating schools. The same control school was
util zed for two pr more of the participants' schools if the latterfwe re
si ilar to each other with respect to the above factors;

different sNiool district; comparable schools were selected outside of the
participating school district, using the same criteria indicated above.

The sources of the control students at each grade level are shown in Table 3. Over-
all. control groups were available for 138 participant grdups;,twenty-four were from
the same schools as participants, sixty-six from the same school district, and
forty-eight ,.;,ere from different districts.

rl,

TABLE 3
SOURCE OF CONTROL STUDENTS

Source of Control Students . Number of Projects
i " 12th.Grade

Total 6th Grade 9th Grade Work Expe r. Othe r

Same schools 24 7 5 7 5

Different Schools, sa=ne LEA 66 24 24 4 14
/

Different LEA 48
r

14 13 9 12

Not Available 10 1 11 12-
1 I

11/
/6-

N ot Applicable ,. 52 4 , 7 i 29 13_....

Total 200 50
_

50 ,., 50
.

- 50

1/
Michigan

2/
Michigan

.
3/Vermcmt

4/Iowa.
Mass.. Michigan. Nebraska. Utah. and Virginia

As shown in the table, two types of control groups we reutilized at the 12th grade
level. If the project had a work experience/cooperative education component, the
control group for these participants consisted of comparable students enrolled in
a work experience program that was not supported by the project; such control
groups were located for 20 of the 21 projects that had a work experienc,cpmponent.
If there were participating students iri any of the other 12th grade strata; the control
group consisted of comparable student's not enrolled in a work experierille program;
this type of control group was utilized in 32 projects. Both types of corctrul groups
were used in 16 projects:
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Table 4 presents a summary of the number of participating and non-participating
students tested. Some participating students. we re tested in each ofothe 50 projects
visited, However', because of the small numbers in one project and the special
characteristics of,t'hose tested in another (both were from the 12th grade "other"
stratum), data from only 48 of the 50 projects were used for most atudent outcome
analyses.

The comparability of the participants and the non-participants was checked with,
respect to two characteristics: sex and ethnicity. The percentage distributions
of thlise characteristics for each group of students are shown in Table 5.,

TOTAL STUDENTS TESTED
TABLE 4

BY STRATUM: PARTICIPANT/NON-PARTICIPANT

Grade (stratum)
Total'Category 6th

(1)
9th
(2)

12th
(3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

No. Participants

No. Projects

Mean Participants per
Project -

.

.1No. Non-Partislpants

No. Projects
..,

Mean Non-Participants per
Project

1,447

46

.

.-I,431. 5
Ile

r/
1,318 ,/

.

45

29. 3

1,391

43

i 32. 3

1,297

42

30. 9

511

21

24, 3

446

20

.223
7,L

427

16

26. 7

499

15

33. 3

712

26

27,4

483
(276)

.23

21. 0

105

5

21. 0

---
(214P

5

(42, 8)

39I/

3

--
___
--
--

--
.

--

4632

50

92.6
___

4043

46

87. 9

1/
The numbers tested in these projects were: 5, 7, and 27. Because of special enC eguirements for these
components. no comparison groups could be found and the results from testing these students are excluded fa
most analyses. '*--

t
2/

The total number of non-participants used for comparison with Group 5 participants was 759; 276 were also used
for comparison with Group 4 participants.'

..5 ,. (3/ . .

The total number of non-participants used for companion with Group 6 participants was 214; 53 of these were
also used for the Group 4 comparison and the remainder were also used for the Group 5 comparisona,

t.
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statistical comparisons between participants and non-participants with regard to
the sex distribution, by means of the chi-square test, indicated no significant dif
ferences e ept in the job entry skill training group, where 66% of the participants,
but only 50% f the non-participants, wire males. For the ethnicity factor,
however, the t sts indicated_significant differences in four of the six student groups.*'
As a result of this finding, and because it was believed that ethnicity may in fact
have been an unwanted influe ing factor in the results obtained for other variables,
it was necessary to institute a fighting procedure, prior to making comparisons
between participants and non-participants, which would eliminate the differences
in ethnicity between the two groups. Using this procedure, in which the response
of each student for any variable is weighted in inverse propoftion to his ethnic
group's over-or under-representation in the total, any statistical comparison be-
tween participants and non-participants became, in effect, a comparis Oh between
two groups having identical ethnic distributions. This approach w4s followed in all
comparisons between total groups of participants and non-participants in each Of the
six student soups. No weighting procedure was used in analyses within projects;
in the few inrances where large ethnicity differences occurred within a project
they will be cited in the discussion of the findings.

I
ID. Sampling Procedures: Teachers and Counselors

In accordance with the study design, in each project information was to -be obtained
from selected participating teachers, non-participatuig teachers, and participating
guidance counselors. The sample of participating teachers in each project, consis-
ted of:.

each teacher of the selected 6`th grade participants;

approxima4ely 10 teachers in grades 1-6 from the schools from whichparticipant
students were sampled (in addition to the 6th grade teachers above); where
grades 1-6 were riot in the swie s chool(s), teachers of younger chil ren
were sampled from schools feeding into those selected at the 6th gra e;

o ; approximately 15 teachers in grades 7-9, .drawn randomly from the par -
ticipatingteachers in each school from which the 9th grade partiCipants
were selected, with a minimum of three teachers from each school; and

approximately 15 teachers in grades 10 througll 12, drawn randomly from
the participating teachers in each school from which the 12th grade partici-
pants were selected, with a minimum of three teachers from each school.

Table 6 presents the number of participatin teachers that Were surveyed. As
indicated, approximately 14 % of the teachers "identified as participating in the
Part D projects responded. Responses to the survey were obtaived in 49 of the ;
50 projects visited; the mean number of responding teachers per project was 29.
More specificatilly, the number of,respondents per project ranged from a low of
six teachers to a high of 4$ teachers. Tile distribution was fairly even: in nine
projects the number of respondents rallied from 10 to 19; in 13 it ranged from,

!ior 20 to 29; in 15 it ranged from 30 to 39; and- in 11 it ranged-from 40 to 48.. e

II

* This characte tic was measured by the observation of the test/questionnaire administrator, who assigned one of five
codes to each dent. The code categories were Black, Spanish-surnamed, American Indian, White and Other. The
chi -quare tests were computed on the, basis of all five categories.
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TABLE 6 <

SAMPLE OF PARTICIPATING TEACHERS

Grade Level
Total partici-
p%ting teachers

Number'of
respondents

To of total
responding

Elementary* (176)

Junior High* (7-9)

Senior High* (10 -1Z)

Total

4

4,861

3, 325

1,8Z3

586

358

489

12.1%

10.8%

26.8%

10, 009 1,433

-.

14.3%
ave rage)

While teachers often had responsibilities cutting across categories, for sampling purposes they were assigned to a
stratum on the basis of a judgment of project staff with respect to their major time commitment.

The sample of non-participating teacherS in each project consisted of phe teacher(s)
of the 6th grade non-participating students. Non-participating teache?data were
obtained in 41 of the.45 projects in which 6th grade non-participating £students were
tested. The number of non-participants surveyed per project ranged from a low
of one teacher in ten cases to a high of nine teachers in one project.
The total nuinbet surveyed was 122, and the mean number surveyed from the 41
projects was 3.,0.

The sample of guidance counselors consisted of all counselors defined as project
participants. Counselor survey data were obtained in 44 of the 50 projects visited.
The number of counse s surveyed per project ranged from a low of one in eight
projects to a high o 7 in one project, 19 in another, and 13 in a third.
The total number surveyed was 2Z9, and the mean number surveyed from the 44
projects was 5.2.

E. Instrumentation
0

During the first months of the study, each of the eight legislative objectives was
7, elaborated into a set of.testable hypbtheseS. An initial set df hypotheses was

developed by the Development Associates study team and then reviewed and mod-
ified as appropriate by the USOE project officer and USOE Part D program staff.
From this list, a finalk set of hypotheses and their indicators was adopted based on
the results of the pre-test, site visits and a consensus of USOE and Development
Associates staff regarding their applicability for each Part D objective. As the
hypotheses were presented in the context of Chapte'r III and will be presented along, with their indicators and related student outcome data in Chapter VIII, they will
not be repeated here.

It was found that several of the student outcome variables contained in the hypoth-
eses were adequately measured by one or more,of the sub-scales of the Career
Maturity Inve,ntory (CMI).* During the plannin,stage of the study, this test was
judged tobe the most appropriate standardized instrument available, since, in
addition to covering major variables of interest, it also covered grades 6 through

* Published by: MI/McGraw-Hill, Del Monte Research Park, ,Monterey, California '63940.
r



12, had a suitable administration time, and had been .Landardized on students from
throughout the United States. The Inventory consists of an Attitude Scale and a
five-part Competence Test. These are:

Part 1: Knowing Yourself (Self-Appraisal)
Part 2: Knowing About Jobs (Occupational Information)
Part 3: Choosing a Job (Goal Selection)
Part 4: Looking Ahead (Planning)
Part 5: What Should They Do? (Problem Solving)

The Attitude. Scale is made up of 50 true/false items; each of the parts of the
Competence Test consists of 20 multiple choice items.

For variables not covered by the CMI, questionnaire items were written for
students', teachers', and guidance counselors' questionnaires, as appropriate.
Separate student questionnaires were prepared for each of the three grade levels
being tested. Insofar as possible, for those items which were utilized at more
than one grade level the format and the wording of the items were the same in the
thre tionnaires. Questionnaires were also prepared for the teachers and
gui unselors, and all items and format were reviewed by project staff,
teacher , counselors, and students during five visits to projects to pre-test mater-
ials and procedures. These visits were scheduled such that modifications in items
and formats resulting from the first visits Were ;reviewed by individuals in projects
visited later. The items and procedures were developed and modified so that total
testing time per student would be under 21 hours.

itn addition to the questionnaires' which were completed by students, teachers, and
counselors, a "project information record" (PIR) was developed for the use of the
field staff The PIR contained a set of tables on which information gathered from
.project and school files was recorded (e. g. , enrollment data, placement data,
expenditure data,. etc. ), and a set of questions to be asked in the course of the on-
site interviews. The interview questions and data tables were pre-tested during
the five site visits made during the design phase of'the study.

The initial study plan called for a survey of-employers in each project S-ite and a
telephone and mail survey' f school districts in each state not receiving Part D
funds but reported as implem,enting activities as a result of the funded projects.
Questionnaires were developed for these two facets of the study,, but based on the
results of the p.re-test visits it was decided by USOE and the study team to elimi-
nate these two aspects of the study since reliable data across prjects could not be
secured with the available time ana resources.

The three student questionnaires, the two teacher questionnaires, the guidance
counselor questionnaire, and the project information record are on. file with the
U.S. Office of. Education.

F. Field Procedures

The various data collection instruments and the procedures for using them were
field tested at five project sites, and rc.isions were made Co reduce ambiguities
and to simplify the data-collection process. The field tests were conducted by two -
person teams who administered the questiOnnaires and tested procedures on a
small number of individuals in each site. Tests and questionnaires were not admin-
istered during the study visit to those individuals involved in the field tests.

-111b-

* The instrumentation did not include tests of specific Job skills, since neither the legislative objectives nor the informa-
tion obtained about the projects indicated that these were pertinent. The projects were not required to provide, vocational
training and too project placed particular emphasis on such efforts.
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The data-colleLtion plan called for a two-person study team to visit each project
for a period of one week. Each site visit was,first coordinated with the SEA and
the dates of the visit confirmed by phone. At this time the information obtained
in the DVTE mail survey mentionecr:earlier was verified, and sampling and logisti-
cal issues were discussed.

Each project was asked to assist in the identification of suitable individuals to be
employed ag local testers when the team arrived on site. These testers were,
drawn from the substitute teacher rosters and hired by2the on-site teams. The
locally hired testers were then trained, on-site, to insure that the tests were °

administered properly and that they were thoroughly familiar with the site-specific
questions to be asked of eachrgroup of students. The entire procedure was then
rehearsed and each tester was supplied with a roster of the s nts selectedby)
the DA staff for testing, the time'and location of the testing, the name of the school
contact person, and the tests and questionnaires. ,

r .

The test administrations were spot checked by a field team member during the,
course of the site visit and each local tester was debriefed upon the completion of
each test administration. Writtennotes on the administrations were made for use
in the analysis stage.

As an aid to the field study teams, a detailed field procedures manual was prepared.
This served both as the basic document used in an intensive threeday training
program for team members prior to theiifirst visit and subsequently during their,
visitito projects. .

!The field work was accomplished between raid-February and the end of May, 1974.
,Four field teams 'visited eleven projects each and a fifth team, consisting of the
study director and assistant director, visited six sites. The membership of the
field te,arhs was consistent thrcuigout the study 4nd each team communicated with
the stu di or or assistant at least once a week.

At .the p etion of each visit the teams reviewed all materials and packaged them
for central data processing in Washington. Each team also completed a narrative
project description and a narrative report surimarizing their field procedures.
Any deviations from the prescribed plans necessitated by local conditions and any
other information which might affect student outcome data was noted in tliese
reports and was utiVzed in data analysis and interpretation. The na7ative project
descriptions, and Oie fiscal and participant data reported in Chapters V and VI,
were sent to eachiiroject for review and comment. The narrative reports are '
compiled in a separate volume on file withUSOE and available through ERIC.

G. Data Processing and Analysis
4

Student test data and all questionnaires were prepared for computer analysis, For
the test data, an optical scanning technique was used to put each recbrd on tape,
followed by computer scoring of each record and merging each student's scores
with his questionnaire responses. For the questionnaires, ,the process involved
coding several variables, followed by ker puitching and making corrections of
errors found by means of computerized editing.
11

- 33-
-

N4

tv.



f.

1

z

The basic data were tabulated and analyzed using the formats and statistics of the
computer program SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences). The princi-
pal format used for the computer outputs involving frequencies and comparisons
of student data was, participants vs non-participants within grade level or 12th grade
group. This format was utilized for obtaining both project-by-project data and (
.totals across projects. For participating teacher and counselor data, the tabula-
tions wereetrun on a within-project basis, and totals.by school level (elementary,
middle, and senior high). Totals for 6th grads participating teachers and non-
participating teachers were also obtained.

The,overa11 questions 'which the analysis was designed to answer were: a) did
participants demonstrate higher performance with regard to pre-hypothesized
"outcome" variables, and b) if so, are these differences attributable to program
treatments, or other programcharacteristics?

,
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A review of.the information available does, however, present a good picture of the
relationship between the planned and actual federal inputs,

CHAPTER V: FEDERAL INPUTS
"A Comparison of the Planned and Actual Federal Inputs"

A. Introduction

Inputs are understood to be the resources applied to the attainment of an established
goal or goals. The identification of planned inputs, of actual inputs, and a compari-
son of the Iwo are important to any evaluative study.

For purpose's, of this Jevaluation, it was de,c,ided to define the planned federal inputs
as the sum of the funds 'allocated to the 50 projects being studied as reflected in the
grant. actions of the USOE. The grant actions represent the commitment of funds.
Therefore, this 'commitment does, in a very real sense, represent the planned in-
-puts at the federal level.

Ifithe grant actions represent the planned commitments of resources, expenditures
mus t.repre sent the actual commitment of resources. In determining the actual inputs for
this study, it was necessary to obtain the expenditure data for each project. The sum of this,
data,represents, for purposes of this exercise, the actual inputs into the system. Table Tr
compares the planned inputs to the actual inputs;that is, displayed are the data cmcerning
USOE grant actions, project expenditures, and the difference bebteen these an perc entages ).

The original study design called for this information to be obtained early in the study
from the filesof the 4iSOE. The grant action information was taken from these
federal record's. Expenditure data, however, was not available at the federal level
and it was necessary to include this data in the information to be gathered on-site
by the study teams.

Budget and expenditure information was not generally available frOm project staff.
In most cases, the LEA's fiscal office maintained the financial records. As the
table indicates, six projects were unable to provide the information sought. This
was due, primarily, to a conflict of demands oti the fiscal offics,stand the low prior-.

iiy placed upon searching three-year-old records in the press Of'llier immediate
need.

B. Findings

The table, indicates for each project the grant action, tke project budget, and the
percent change betWe'en the two for each of three years of federal funding. In?ddi-,
tion, project total expenditure for the year and the percent change from budget to
expenditure are indicated.

An inspection of the'data reveals that 88. 6% of the projects reporting underspent
their first year Midgets. This represents 39 of the 44 projects reporting data for
that year. The underspending ranged from a -0. 6% to -60. 8%. Tie average under--
expenditure was -19. 2% per project, The District of Columbia and Florida projects
coMbined 142(d) funds and 142(c) funds. They were unable to provide information on'
14/(c),funds only. Hence, they reflect budgets in excess of the grant actions for the
first year.

The legislation Pcovides that "funds available to the Commissioner pursuant to sec-
tion 142(c) shall remain available until expended. " Based upon this provision,
unexpended project funds were usually carried over as an addition to the second
program year budget except in the case of one project, where the program yCar was
extended. This rebudgeting is reflected in column "h" as the percent change 126tween
the second year grant action and the second year budget (columns f and g).

- 35 -



0e
e

t

a

T
A

B
LE

 7

P
A

R
T

 D
 G

R
A

N
T

 A
cT

IO
N

/R
lio

nr
rt

nc
P

F
N

D
IT

IT
R

E
N

 C
H

A
N

G
E

 ir
e 

P
R

O
JE

C
T

 F
O

R
 F

A
C

'H
 Y

E
A

R
 O

F
 P

A
R

T
 D

 F
U

N
D

IN
G

'
P

ro
je

ct

'
ro

gr
ar

t-
--

G
ra

nt
1

A
ct

io
n

P
ro

gr
an

T
Y

ea
r

g
B

ud
ge

t

,
Is

C
ha

ng
e

IT
s

E
xp

en
di

tu
re

-',
.

)
C

ha
ng

e
G

ra
nt

k
A

ct
io

n

4r
og

ra
m I

B
ud

ge
t

?e
ar

9,
 m

C
ha

rg
e

IT
T

n

E
xp

en
di

tu
re

or
 o

C
ha

ng
e

G
ra

nt
a

A
ct

io
n

b

B
ud

ge
t

%
 c

C
ha

ng
e

ti
E

xp
br

ni
itu

re
s

e
C

ha
ng

e
,

.
A

la
ba

m
a

$1
11

,0
70

S
am

e
-0

,h
$ 

47
,8

75
- 

56
.9

$1
63

,3
96

$2
20

,0
62

34
.7

$1
69

,6
43

-2
2.

9
$1

50
,2

07
$2

06
,8

21
37

.7
$1

98
,1

85
- 

4.
2

"
A

la
sk

a
10

1
,4

i.00
0

S
am

e
-0

-
10

0,
64

8
.4

10
4,

99
2

S
am

e
-0

-
10

4,
99

2
-0

-
10

4,
47

2
S

am
e

-0
-

..
10

4,
22

2-
'-i

-.
4

A
riz

on
a

10
4,

96
1

S
am

e
-0

-
75

,3
93

-2
8.

2
12

8,
42

0
15

7,
98

8
23

.0
13

8,
60

1
-1

2.
3

12
3,

37
3

14
2,

76
0

15
.7

_1
10

",
-7

"7
-6

.'"
`"

"
4:

4
A

rk
an

sa
s

X
.

10
3,

83
2-2 

/
S

am
e

-0
-

67
,8

17
-3

4.
7

13
3,

52
1

18
3,

38
9

37
.4

15
5,

42
2

-1
5.

3
12

6,
54

7
.

13
7,

56
6

a
-

.6
(7

07
:4

- 
-

-
--

 9
C

al
ifo

rn
ia

19
6,

37
1)

S
am

e
-0

-
19

6,
37

9
-0

.!
20

0,
00

0
S

am
e

-0
-

12
1,

85
9

-3
9.

1
20

0,
00

0
0

.
,

C
do

ra
do

. .

10
6,

17
0

10
7,

82
4

S
am

e

S
am

e

-0
-

-0
-

98
,8

48

84
,1

89

-6
.9

-2
1.

9
13

5,
34

4

14
4,

81
7

S
am

e

16
8,

45
2

-0
-

C
on

ne
ct

ic
ut

16
.3

-
13

1,
4.

17

13
3,

24
3

-2
.9

-2
0.

9
12

9,
00

0

13
6,

35
7

S
am

e

17
2,

80
5

0- 20
.7

11
6,

01
6

N
ot

 A
va

ila
bl

e

-1
0.

1
- 

- 
--

D
el

aw
ar

e
10

1,
49

5
S

am
e

-0
-

90
,9

64
-1

0.
4

10
8,

56
3

S
am

e
-0

-
10

9,
18

1
.6

10
6,

92
5

S
am

. .
0-

10
7,

59
7

.6
D

is
tr

ic
t o

f C
ol

um
bi

a
10

1,
87

7
$2

05
,8

13
3/

10
2.

0
./

11
0,

43
7

21
9,

43
7

98
.1

10
8,

51
2

50
22

4
21

8.
0

'F
lo

rid
a

a,
19

3,
45

7
24

5,
00

9Y
26

.7
24

5,
00

9
-0

-
14

0,
16

6
28

4,
31

7
10

2.
8

28
4,

31
7

-0
-

17
5,

32
2

3
,1

09
84

.3
32

3.
10

9
-0

-
.

G
eo

rg
ia

.
11

4,
02

5
S

am
e

-0
-

88
,3

77
-2

L.
S

18
0,

34
1

20
4,

29
2

13
.3

16
3,

51
8 

.
-2

0.
0

16
4,

14
V

18
7,

77
9

14
.4

15
8,

18
1

-1
5.

8
Id

ah
o

_
10

2,
29

0
S

am
e

-0
-

71
,1

76
-3

0.
4

11
3,

11
8

14
4,

24
9

27
.5

14
1,

43
2

-2
.2

11
0,

67
5

11
3,

79
2

2.
8

11
3,

79
2

-0
-

Ill
in

oi
s

..
13

0,
02

7
S

am
e

-0
-

10
3,

19
1

...
-2

 . 
6

16
2,

97
9

S
am

e
-0

-
11

6,
51

7
-2

8.
5

16
2,

97
9

S
am

e
-0

-
12

6,
08

6
-2

2.
6

'I 
di

 a
na

.
11

4,
82

2
S

am
e

-0
-

45
,0

51
-

8
13

1,
00

0
20

1,
19

1
53

.6
10

6,
99

4
-4

6:
8

13
1,

00
0

22
5,

14
3

71
.9

11
5,

60
4-4/

-4
8.

7
.

.
"

1
- 

la
Io

w
a

10
8,

34
4

S
am

e
-0

-
7

15
8

-2
9.

7
14

7,
73

0
la

m
e

la
m

e
-0

-
13

4,
22

2
-9

.1
18

4,
63

8
S

am
e

-0
-

18
4,

78
0

.1

K
an

sa
s-

/
27

,4
10

S
am

e
-0

-
25

,7
56

-7
.9

44
,6

00
S

am
e

-0
-

44
,1

05
-1

.1
38

,0
00

S
am

e
-0

-
34

,8
13

-6/
-8

.4
K

en
tu

ck
y

10
9,

89
1

S
am

e
-0

-
10

0,
89

0
-8

.2
15

6,
65

8
16

2,
65

8
3.

8
15

3,
96

9
-5

.3
14

5,
01

4
15

1,
33

7
4.

4
14

3,
21

8
-5

.4
Lo

ui
si

an
a

11
1,

67
3

S
am

e
-0

-
10

0,
90

2
-9

.7
16

6,
43

6
17

4,
31

3
4.

7
14

9,
20

1
-1

4.
4

18
1,

96
5

S
am

e
(:

).
.

18
1,

96
5

-0
-

M
ai

ne
I

'
10

2,
86

Z
'

14
1,

74
6

11
2,

98
5

-
M

ar
yl

an
d

11
0,

68
0

-
*

16
1,

43
3

16
8,

70
0

v
.

.
M

as
sa

ch
us

et
ts

11
4,

34
3

13
0,

35
5

-.
1'

18
6,

59
3

M
ic

hi
ga

n
12

6,
11

4
a

15
4,

79
3

.
15

4,
77

2
0

M
in

ne
so

ta
16

3,
58

1
S

am
e

-0
- 

'
12

5,
40

6
-2

3.
3

15
0,

00
0

16
2,

08
6

8.
1

14
7,

31
6

-9
.1

15
0,

00
0

18
3,

49
2

22
.3

17
0,

58
2,

-7
.0

,,,
M

is
si

ss
ip

pi
10

7,
76

1
S

am
e

-0
-

83
,6

05
,

-2
2.

4
14

4,
45

2
16

8,
60

7
16

.1
11

5,
74

4 
i

-3
1.

4
13

5,
34

7
18

5,
34

7
36

.9
15

9,
38

6
-1

4.
0

M
is

so
ur

i
10

9,
17

6
N

ot
 A

va
ila

bl
e

--
-

10
2,

52
6-7/

-6
.1

17
6,

20
4

17
0,

25
4

-3
.4

11
3,

60
8

8/
-3

3.
3

15
9.

15
3

N
ot

 A
va

il.
- 

- 
--

M
on

ta
na

10
2,

22
7

11
2,

72
7

11
0,

10
0

'N
eb

ra
sk

a
/

--
'

10
4,

26
2

S
am

e
-0

-
90

,2
02

_1
3.

5
12

4,
41

2
13

3,
81

2
7.

6
97

,3
36

-2
7.

3
15

2,
17

2
15

7,
23

1
3.

3,
62

,7
07

-1 
/



Pr
oi

ec
t

PA
R

T
 D

 G
R

A
N

T
 A

C
T

iO
N

ri
og

-F
M

B
ud

ge
t.

G
ra

nt
A

ct
io

n

T
A

B
L

E
 7

 -
- 

co
nt

.
E

T
/E

X
PE

N
D

IT
U

R
E

/9
6-

 C
H

A
N

G
E

 B
Y

 P
R

O
JE

C
T

 F
O

R
 E

A
C

H
 Y

E
A

R
 O

F 
PA

R
T

 D
 F

U
N

D
IN

G
re

C
A

-a
e

N
ev

ad
a

N
ew

 H
am

ps
hi

re

N
ew

 J
er

se
y

N
ew

 M
ex

ic
o

N
ew

 Y
or

k

N
or

th
 C

ak
lix

ia

N
or

th
 D

ak
ot

a

O
hi

o
'

O
kl

ah
om

a

O
re

go
n

Pe
nn

sy
lv

an
ia

R
ho

de
 I

sl
an

d

So
ut

h 
C

ar
ol

in
a

So
ut

h 
D

ak
ot

a

T
en

ne
ss

ee

T
ex

as

U
ta

h

V
er

m
on

t.

V
ir

gi
ni

a

W
as

hi
ng

to
n

W
es

t V
ir

gi
ni

a

W
is

co
ns

in

W
yo

m
in

g

s 
to

y;
 1

1
1.

.7
95

;

Sa
m

'

-2
4.

0

-

'1
s!

-E
y,

 r
1

Si
m

%
10

2,
0

m
e

-0
-

13
0,

64
9

Sa
m

e
-0

-

10
7,

25
2

Sa
m

e
-0

-

10
5,

 9
48

Sa
m

e
-0

-

13
2,

21
0

Sa
m

e
-0

-

10
2,

44
9

Sa
m

e

10
8,

90
6

Sa
m

e

10
2,

13
1

Sa
m

e
-0

-

11
1,

60
5

Sa
m

e

13
3,

11
1

Sa
m

e
-0

-

10
3,

34
0

Sa
m

e
-0

-

10
1,

24
0

Sa
m

e
-0

-

11
3,

70
9

Sa
m

e
-o

-

10
9,

86
1

Sa
m

e
-o

-
p

10
5,

82
0

Sa
m

e
-0

-

11
2,

26
8

Sa
m

e
-0

-

10
1,

04
9

..S
am

e

-0
-

,

1,
,

d
E

xp
en

di
tu

re
e

C
ha

ng
e

G
ra

nt
f

A
ct

io
n

W
id

ge
t

C
ha

ng
e

Y
ea

r 
II

E
xp

en
di

tu
re

.'.
.'.

-
$ 

00
,,P

21
5-

--
-.

'

1 bi
i.1

$
,.

.

.A
'1

6,
 8

20

57
,8

04

12
8,

39
5

96
,9

95

82
,2

96

82
,2

33

87
,7

63

10
5,

94
8

10
2,

05
4

97
,4

90

10
2,

48
2

89
,1

71
f

91
,2

80

82
,6

73
,

81
,7

80

10
1,

24
0W

:

11
3,

00
7

',
86

,4
6-

i-

99
,8

20

10
4,

56
9 

,

10
0,

70
3

-2
1.

9
^

-9
.5

-1
.6

-4
4.

2

-1
2.

6
-1

6.
4

-1
9.

4
-3

7.
1

-1
8.

2 
..

-0
-.

; f I

-7
0.

. 8
,'

,÷
4.

E
1 

:

-5
.9

-.
.1

2.
i

-N
O

-
-3

7.
9

...

x-
'2

0.
97

.0
-

..

, -
.6

-2
1.

1

-5
.7

-6
.9 -.
3

$1
06

,3
77

95
,2

66

13
9,

22
8

11
9,

12
8

19
8,

53
8

19
1,

45
4

11
1,

65
9

16
5,

 1
83

7/ 1

W
ri

l'l
fi

l
I

: .

.1
04

,1
,

.

'4
68

,0
00

/1
98

11
55

11
4,

02
8

I
15

1,
00

9

11
2,

20
91

:

16
6,

41
5.

.

',1
11

k9
,4

.2
8,

"'

'il
in

V
28

.
-

07
,1

05
''

17
8,

5,
18

15
6.

,4
4

13
3,

33
9

12
6,

15
2

10
6,

01
3

$1
 8

2,
50

8

10
4,

91
)

Sa
m

e

16
4,

76
5

0

Sa
m

e

20
1,

42
6

Sa
m

e

21
a1

t1
3c

l
'ti

i/!
A

llf
 ,

S 
ll

e

's
1 4

e
) .S

am
e

15
7,

23
3

12
0.

46
 1

.3
.-

1'
.

'

Sa
m

e,
','

 :
:.'

1

Sa
T

ht

14
0,

67
2

Sa
in

e

16
1,

58
2

17
9,

67
4

[S
am

e, r
'

13
3,

85
0-

/
I.

,

Sa
m

e

7 
j. 

0

10
.1

-0
-

38
.3

-0
-

5.
2

-0
-

32
.4

-o
-

-0
-

18
.0

1

-0
- 4.
3

1

-0
-

18
.1

-0
-

- 
9.

 5
i

.

46
.1

0
-

$ 
55

,6
99

87
,1

18

12
3,

62
3

16
3,

66
7
I/

18
5,

12
0

17
6,

58
8

10
3,

13
1

17
1,

26
1

10
9,

94
6

98
,4

15

17
6,

32
1

11
0;

44
1

; 1
t7

,3
3f

1:
11

46
46

;

16
35

36
6

14
3,

22
6

12
1,

43
4

.

'1
01

,2
40

--

.4
15

3,
69

3

'4
.1

76
,1

94

11
8,

33
0

11
2,

42
8

10
3,

61
1'

1/
.

E
st

im
at

ed
 f

ro
m

 p
ar

tia
l d

at
a.

2/
'

,
-

M
ag

no
lia

 B
ud

ge
t: 

Y
ea

r 
I

Y
ea

r 
II

1,
.-

$2
0,

5$
1'

$2
1,

58
8

...

In
cl

ud
ei

 S
ta

te
.s

hA
re

-
-,

-
.

.
.

.

Y
ea

r 
II

I
$1

6,
76

4

-r
_,

-
__

11
1I

ck
je

ar
fi

gc
gr

rt
go

ie
rl

ej
So

rt
ed

 b
y 

gr
ar

kt
ee

s 
ak

 r
ef

le
ct

in
g 

ex
pe

nd
itu

re
s 

to
 e

nd
 o

f 
th

ir
d 

ye
ar

 o
f 

pr
og

ra
m

 o
pe

ra
tio

n.
-

Pr
oj

ec
t E

xt
en

de
d.

,
St

at
e 

G
ra

nt
: Y

ea
r 

I
Y

ea
r 

II
.

'Y
ea

r 
II

I
$1

06
,7

44
$1

38
,6

22
$1

31
,7

40
'

O
ne

 o
f 

3 
pr

oj
ec

ts
 e

xt
en

de
d 

9 
m

on
th

s.

7/ - 
6/

71
 to

8/
4/

73
 to

9/
D

at
a 

as

3/
73

Pr
og

ra
m

 Y
ea

r 
II

I

C
ha

ng
e

G
ra

nt
 k

A
ct

io
n

.
1

B
ud

ge
t

1.
 -

n1

C
ha

rg
e

n
E

xp
en

di
tu

re
o

C
ha

ng
e

-6
9.

5
1 

)3
,3

38
$2

31
,0

50
.4

2.
3

$2
31

,0
50

-1
7.

0
1 

94
,5

93
11

0,
31

0.
.5

.S
10

8,
33

5
-1

. 8

-1
1.

2
13

9,
22

8
Sa

m
e

-o
-

13
2,

91
5

-4
.5

11
5,

58
2

11
0,

67
6

1.
0

In
 P

ro
ce

ss

-6
.8

19
8$

 5
38

23
5,

54
0

-1
6.

1
14

-2
,2

56
-3

8.
3

-1
2.

3
17

3,
00

3
20

6,
84

1
19

2,
0(

.4
-

-7
.1

-7
.6

10
9,

37
5

Sa
m

e
13

7,
64

5
'2

5.
 8

-2
1.

7
16

5,
18

0
20

2,
98

8
22

.9
17

5,
30

7
-1

3:
6

-2
2.

3
13

3,
09

4
Sa

m
e

-o
-

10
4,

24
2

4
-

-2
6.

6
12

7,
84

5
16

3,
49

4
.

27
.9

15
2,

30
8-

-

-1
1.

0
16

8,
00

0
,1

89
, 8

34
13

.0
16

6,
57

61
0/

-3
-2

11
1,

25
4

Sa
m

e
-0

-
11

1,
25

4,
-9

-
, .

s 
:0

1
14

(3
,4

74
'1

03
;4

,4
4

- 
-8

,9
. -

1 
83

".
.1

24
...

. -
 -

1.
20

31
1

9.
0

.1
17

,4
31

-2
.4

9
'1

82
;9

49
-

17
2,

74
4

-1
2.

9

-1
0.

2
17

9,
44

4
19

5,
64

4
9.

0
18

5,
65

1
-5

.1

11
5,

58
2

12
6,

99
6

9.
9

13
5,

02
0

6.
3

-0
-1

05
,6

27
Sa

m
e

-0
-

94
,1

27
10

/

-4
. 9

18
0,

70
5

Sa
m

e
-o

-
18

0,
68

3
-o

-

-1
.9

14
6,

02
4

16
6;

87
3

14
.1

15
0,

60
9'

-_I
/

-9
.6

-1
1.

1
12

5,
68

1
14

6,
49

0
16

.6
14

6,
16

1

-1
6.

0
12

6,
13

2
14

5;
76

9
15

.6
70

,2
67

--4/
-5

1.
8

-2
.3

-'1
04

,7
61

Sa
m

e
98

,1
24

-6
.3

L
oj

N
ot

 a
 f

in
al

 b
ud

ge
t f

ig
ur

e.

12
/3

1,
17

3,
re

xt
en

de
d 

to
-2

/8
/7

4.
,

V
er

m
on

t S
ta

te
 la

w
 d

oe
s 

no
t

T
,

pe
rm

it 
ca

rr
yo

ve
r.

N
o-

co
st

 e
xt

er
is

io
xi

si
lie

 n
ot

 r
ef

le
ct

ed
, e

xc
ep

t a
s 

no
te

d.
-



r

/
1/

/
1

Of the 45' projects for ,which second year budget totals were reported, 25 indicated
budgets,'higher than,t1e second year grant action. This represents 55. 6% of the
projects reporting, ,The projects ranged from budgeting 3. 8% over the grant action
to 71.,6% over with ,the median being 14. 8% per project. Both Florida and District
of Columbia have ben excluded from these figures because the reported data did
n,bt permit separatipn of the 142(c) funds -from others.

There were 14 projects that underspent their budgets the first year and did not carry
over the funds the second year. While no specific reasons for this phenomenon were
discovered by the field teams, it appears that the nature of the budgetary process,
size of the IEA, and mechanization of accounting functions were factors in the fail-
ure of some of these LEAs to rebudget first year carryover funds. In some instances
the budgetary cycle was initilated too early for the fiscal sections to project carryover,
request budget modificationjf OE, secure approval, and submit this to the school
bond.

/Ir larger LEAs the data processing center typically was unaw that funds could be
5eprogrammed. They did not alter the normal fisal prograriltich did not provide
tor such a contingency.

enty projects did not have an increase of (heir sedond-year budget over the grant
ac on. In the case of four projects, this was due to their first-year expenditures
being equal or nearly equal to the grant action figure. Two projects reported a
second year budget that was actually lower thin the grant action.

The second year expenditures, like, the first year's, were for the mostipart below
the amounts budgeted. Of the 44 projects reporting data, 86. 4% were underspent
during the second program year. This indicates that 38 underspent during the
second year. The average amount of the underexpenditure also was close to that of
the first year and stood at -15. 96% (-19. 2% for year 1). The range of the second
year underexpenditure ran from a low of -0, 7%/to

As can be seen, the overall second year data relating expenditure to budget is not
basically different than that for the first year in the aggregate, Two projects were
underspent the first year but not in the second year. One, in fact, slightly over-
spent its bUdget (+0, 6%). One project, on the other hand, did not underspend
during the first year but did do so during the second year,

Cornparing the second year expenditues to the seond year grant actions presents a
t.ubstantially differnt picture, however. This crparison reveals that the second
year expenditures much more closely approximated the grant action figure than they
did the budget figure. The projects un rspent the second year grant actions by ,an
average of -6. 30% as compared to the 15, 96% reported above, Thirteen projects
reported expenditures that were higher an the second year grant action but less
than their budget figures.

Twenty-six projects carried unspent second year funds over to the third program
year.° There were 12 projects which had unexpended second year funds that did not
show an increase in Ole budget over the third year grant action, indicating that the
funds were not carried over Ten of these .12 were projects that did not carry over
unexpended first year funds to the second year.

One project carried first year underexpenditures over to the second year and was
not underspent that year, but reported a budget 8, 9% higher than the grant action
for the third year, frk

Examination of the third year expenditures reveals that 26 projeFts underspent their
budget put of 37 reporting expenditure data for that year, This represents 70. 3%
of the reporting projects. California did not report third year data because the

t
- 38 -



project was in its second year of operation. In the other cases, the final budget and
expenditure data was not available because the pr ects ha either not yet run the
full third year term or had done so only recently and were awaiting final closeout of
their books.

Underexpenditures ranged from a low of -0.2% of budget to a high of -51. 8 %. The
average underexpenditure was 12. L %.

In the final program year, five projects reported expenditures in excess of the
amounts budgeted. The actual dollar amounts involved ranged from a low of $142
to a high of $28, 000. With one exception, these projects are ones that did not
adjust their budgets to include carryover funds from previous years. During the
first two program years only one project reported exceeding its budget. That one
reported a 0. 6% overexpenditure during the second program year.

When considering the allocation of resources or the level of inputs into a system,
time is an important consideration. If, for-example, the total allocation of resour-
ces for a particular effort was to be three perzon years, different levels of effort
are described by three persons each working for a one-year period, as opposed to
one person working for three years. While it was expected, based on legislation,
that the Part D programs would be limited to no more than three years, it was
found that 22 of the 50 projects studied had received time extensions and were in
operation for more than a, three -year period. These extensions in time were at no
additional cost to the government. if** Programmatically, this means that in 44% of
the projects the expenditure of federaLresources Was at a rate below that planned.

C. Summary and Conclusions

In summary, review of the year by year input data reveals that in most projects
in no single year did the inputs occur at the level planned. Taking the three years
in the aggregate and considering both expenditures and time frames, it was found
that in 37 (74%) out of the 50 projects the actual inputs were below the level of the
planned inputs.

The generally high level of project underexpenditure in their first program year
would appear to be attributable to program start -up requirements.

Several possible explanations for this apparently Slow start-up suggest themselves.
The first one relates to the timing of the grant awards. LEAs may hIve had diffi-
culty responding to new efforts initiated after the school year had actually begun.
The recruitment of certified personnel, for example, is increasingly difficult as
the summer:,ends. Most have signed contracts by early to middle August. Once the ir

school yegr,bas begun and schedules established, it is difficult to adjust the already
full schedules of personnel to permit the assignment of new or additions responsi-
bilities and tasks. Table 1 in Chapter II indicates that 25 of the projects studied
Were awttrdid their first year grant during the month of June, three in J y, three
in Ailgust, three in September, four in October, one each in November and December,
four each in January and February, and two in March.

/
Of the seven states reporting the highest rates of underexpenditure in their first
program year, three had grants aWarded in June; two had awards made in the mid-
dle of the 'school year (January and February) and the two remaining received
awards in August and September.. This does not appear to lend support to the
hypothesis that the timing of the grant may affect the time required for program
start-up:

* Prio4 to using average figures in this section, both means and medians were determined and it was found that the use
of One'as oppokd to the other did not substantially alter the picture presented. The mean figures are, reported.

** Sec. 145. 'Financial assistance may net be given under this part to any program or project for a period exceeding
three: years."
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Another possible explanation for the speed with which the programs became fully
operational relates to the nature of the initial project activities. As indicated in
the next chapter, many reported that they emphasized planning, curriculum develop
ment; and staff training and development during the first Year. These activities;
are generally not as expensive as are c-ti.vities intended to deliver the planed
interventions. The second and third fear expenditures approximate the grant aptioni;
zlipnounts. This suggests that once underl:vayithe projects adhered to their original 1,

plan. ,.,.

The relationship between the second and third year grant action to expenditure and
budget to expenditure figures clearly suggest that in the second and third program
years the projects generally spent as originally planned. The projects carrying
ovcr unexpended funds from one year to another 4ppear not to have spent these carry-
over funds. This indicates that typically the third year underexpenditure is a
reflection of the first year undeeexpenditure. This may indicate that the projects
did not fully understand the nature of the carryover process- and failed to adjust
their planS to reflect the additional funds. On the other hand, it may also indicate
that the projects planned to end the third program year with excess funds. In some
cases this might permit the programs to continue to the end of a school year. In
others, it may have been to cushion the effect of the termination of federal support
and reliance upon local funding.

Lozically, it may be expected that thp absolute level and the rate of the expenditure
of federal funds would have an effect on program outcomes, and the effect of rate
and level of expenditure will be explored in the chapters which follow.
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CHAPTER VI: FEDERAL ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES

A. Introduction

In Chapter 3, the planned federal activity objectives were defined as those activities
outlined in'Section 143(a)2 of the legislation. These activities were expected to
produce certain student outcomes, and the production of these outcomes was to be
considered an indicator that the Part D effort had contributed to the legislative goal
of reducing the level of youth unemployment. Thus, an adequate explanation of why
the student'outeomes did or did not occur as anticipated requires an understanding
of how successful the federal Part D effort was in reaching the planned activity
objective s.

As indicated vii Table 8 (p.42) the federal legislation listed eight activities to be
supported by Part D funds. The policy paper (AVL-170-1), on the other hand,
established certain priorities by requiring that all projects direct some level of
activity toward occupational orientation, work experience programs, intensive
occupational guidance and counseling; and the initial placement of all students at
the completion of their schooling.

In addition, the policy paper specified that each project was to include an effort to
broaden and improve the vocational education curricula by emphasizing activities
designed to provide ". . . special training in job entry sculls . . . for students not
previously enrolled in vocational programs . . . just prior to the time that they
leave school. "

The remaining legislatively defined activities were not addressed in the .policy
paper. A review of the project proposals and third party evaluations reveald that
none of the fifty projects studied had program objectives explicitly designed to
initiate the legislative activities.not covered in the policy paper and some projects
fiad objectives not included in the legislation. Therefore, this study focused on the
policy paper activities, and included art"other" category for projects with special
activities.

In order to assess the student outcomes resulting from activities presented in the
'policypolicy paper it was necessary to determine which students would potentially be

affected by each activity. The results of this matching of students and policy paper
activities is shown in Table 8. For purposes of this study elementary school
activities were defined to include grades 1 through 6, junior high activities included
grades 7 through 9 and senior high activities included grades 10 through 12.

According to the 1.ISOE policy paper, the national focus for the first round programs
would be on projects which combined in one operational setting each of the five
required activities. The findings with regard to project activities reported below
first address the issue of the extent to which these activities were produced in the
fifty' projects studied. This discussion is then followed by findings which rdlate to
the issue of the level of activity as indicated by the number of participating students
in each project. It should be noted that the focus of this chapter is on the broad
categories of program activities., Findings with respect to the more specific student

. treatments associated with each broad category will be presented in Chapters VIII
and IX.

I. r
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TABLE 8 PROGRAM AtTIV,ITIES

Federal Legislating: Activities Related Po licit Paper Activities Student Grade Level

Fa: larue elementary and secondary Broad oecupativn.al orientation Elementary, junior
students with broad range of occupations at elementary and secondary

levels
high, senior high

Provide students with educational
experiences through work

Work expend-Le and coopers.
ti"e education programs 1,..P.:-vi

,Semor high
-
.g4,.

Provide intensive occupational guidance In ansive occupationa.S guidance Senior high
. and counseling in last school years

.
and counseling dursnic-the Last
years of school'

\

racemeat Initial placement of all students
at the completion of their
schooling

Senior high

Broaden or trip:ova vocanonal du. Jcb entry skill tra:iiiing for Senior high
cation curriculum sti.dents not previously enrolled i

Produce personnel exchanges between
schools and other agencies and

N.e addressed

bust.. . .

Provide educatilial oppornaittes for - Nat' addressed
.

.
out..of-school youth released part
mme-frori their

..
----....-.. 4jobs

Motivate and prepare sr-dents to
sect :raining as vocational educacors

Not addressed
6

Other activities which pursue __.-...,
legisLailve objectives

_

........

B. Findings

The findings related to project activities are presented in Table 9. The fable
reports the number of participants reported by each project at the tlementary,
junior high, arfd senior high school levels. The number of participants for each
of the three years of program funding is indicated. In addition, the third year
participants are compared to the total LEA enrollment for that yeir. Finally,
the table indicates for each project the senior high school activities specified in
the policy paper for which some level of effort was found for at least one program
year.

The data for this table were derived from the responses of the grantees to the
field teams, from grantee responses to a DVTE survey of participants in September
1973; and from the grantee's interim reports and third party evaluations. Wher-c
significant inconsistencies were found among these sources, the figures judged_
to be most cohsistent were used.

J
L Funded Activities

All of the projects reported some elementary (1-6) and junior high (7-9) school
participants for at least bne year except the project in Massachusetts. Twelve
projects repiVed no elementary school participants the first year. Of these,
12, Utah reported elementary school participants in only the third year. At
the junior high school level 15 projects reported no participants during the
first year. Four of these did not have participants the second year,
but all but one did have by the third project year. Ten of the 11 rep rting
no elementary school participants for the first program year also repo ted no
junior high school participants for that year.
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At the senior high school level, 26 projects (52%) reported work experience
participants during at least one of the three project years. Twenty-three
projects (46%) reported participants in job entryskill training. Thirty-one of
the prOjects (62%) reported high school participants receiving occupational
orientation through curriculum infUsion techniques applied by participating
teachers. Twenty-two projects (44 reportedsorne high school participants
receiving intensive counseling a d guidance.

Thirty-seven (74%) of the grantees reported some'level of high school place-
ment activity supported in whole or in part bythe Part D project. In general,
projects did not maintain records- which would permit them to report the actual
numbers of students placed. Most often placements were recorded in each
student's counseling file making retrieval difficult and time consuming. In
addition, the placement figures reported frequently represented an estimate
based upon partial return of mail survey forms. Because of the difficulty en-
countered in securing reliable placement information, placement data are 'not
included in this report.

These findings reveal variation in the reaching of the planned federal activity
objectives. This variation is summarized in Table 10, below.

TABLE 10.
NU ER OF P OJECTS REPORTING FEDERAL ACTIVITY COMPONENTS

. - Number of Projects
Activities Reporting % of 50

,Participants Projects

Elementary Activities _ 49
,

98%
Junior High Activities
Senior High Activities

49 98%,

Placement ' 37 74%
Senior.High Participating Teacher 31 ;2%
Work Experience Programs 26 52%
Job Entry Ski11 Training , 23 1 46%
Intensive Guidance and Counseling 22 44%
Other Activities 7 14%\

The policy paper required each project to combine "... in one operational
setting," all of the following activities:

work experience programs;

job entry skill training;

intensive guidance and counseling;

initial placement of all students; and

occupational orieniatioirst the elementary and secondary schOol

a

A
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The information reported by the projects reveals that 13 projects (26%) carried
out all of the activities as required in the policy paper. Thus, in 13 projects
the planned federal activity objectives were reached and in 37 they were not. *

2. Level of .Activities

The policy paper requisrements did not indicate the-agvel of effort expected of
any activity other than placement (which specified all students completing
schoo11. Level of effort is also not addressed in the legislation it the Federal
Register. It is, however, an important consideration''in-any evaluation. Table
9 identifies the activities of each project and indicates overall level of effort
in terms of the number of participants at the elementary, junior high, and
senior high school levels.

The fifty projects reported a total of 231,176 third year participants, Of that
number, 120, 584 (52. 2 %) were elementary level (graclea44476) stude'nts, and
77,348 (33. 5 %) were junior high level students (grades 7 -q). The remaining
33,244 (14. 4%)-were high school students. At the high school level, 2,974
work experience students were repOrted, and there were 6, 642 skill
training participants, 18,604 participating teacher students, 3,813 counseling
and guidance participants, and 1,211 reported in the "other" project activity
category.

got

These data indicate tl!at 55.9% of the high school level participants were invol-
ved in occupational famili4.11,zation activities defined as infusion of career
education concepts anti the regular, classroom curricula by participating teachers.
Job entry skill training activities involved 20. 0%. of the high school participants. .
Counseling and guidance activities involved 11. 5% of the total while work exper-
ience accounted or 8.9%.

Comparing the number oi tiiird year participants to the total school enrollment
in the third year reveals wide variation between projects, Eleven projects *
reported their entire elementary enrollment as project participant,, Two
projects, on the other han'd, reported fewer than one percent of their enroll-
ment as'project participants. 'Six projects reported 100% of the junior high
enrollment as partitcipan't.5 and seven projects reported senior high students''

{as project participants. Four projects reported the entire LEA enrollment as
participants: Arkansas, Idaho, New Mexico, and Wyoming. T,/

It was found that many projects had difficulty identifying which students were
actually project participants. This difficulty was reflected by their inconsistent
respopses concerning the number of participants, Comparing thedata provided
the field teams during the sit'evisits and the data provided by the DVTE survey,
mentioned earlief in this chapter,' revealed figures that varied as much as 84%
for one project,

,Projects appeared to have the most difficulty identifying senior high pchool
lev()1 participants in familiarization activities. This was largely because the

;focus of most projects was on the participating teacher. Since a given teacher
would have as many as five different classes of students, tracking byl student
was usually too,difficult and time consuming, A similar pattern emerged when
intensive guidance and counseling activities were carried out as seprate activ-
ities. rather thin as part of a skill training r ork expierience component.

1KA
.1

* In a separate spidy task, the grantees were asked to provide information concerning the cost of each area of project
activity, The responses produced virtually the same picture of project activities as did the identification of activities
and participants discussed above% With only 37 grantees responding, the number that reported costs In all five of the

, . . minimum activities war.16. (See Table 57, Chapter X). . - . "I
. ,
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Becausks....of heavy case loads and because particiPating counselors usually
enga ed in many types of counseling, it was idfftcult for projects to identify
spec c students who received occupational guidance and counseling.

..., . -
From the table it can be determined that projects averaged in the third program
year (as determined by the m an) 2, 512 elementary school participants, and .

that these participants comp tsed on the average, 45. 5% of the total elementary
school enrollment of the grantees. For the ,junior high school level there was
an average of 1632 particiPants per project, comprising 46. 9% of the total en-
rollment. At the high school level the overall number of participants averaged
a total of 723 students per project. This indicates that t e t tal project effort
at that level involved an average of 34. 7% of the high sc ool nrollment for the
project grantees. For each high school activity group, the average number of
participants in projects having the Activity was reported to be:

e work experience - 128 students per project;

skill training - 350 students per project;

participating teacher (>42 students per project;;

counseling and guidance - 484 students per project; and

other activities - 242 students per project.

Table 9 also indicates the number of participants for each of the three years
of project operation. These data indicate that the projects tended to increase
the numPier of students affected each program year,' In general, even the
projects aeporting a decrease in the number of parti ipants for a givers group
from year to year indicated that the decrease repre ented a decrease in the
enrollment in. the participating schools for that year, as opposed to a planned

......
reduetion in the number of participants. Increases, on the other hand, tended
to reflect the addition of new schools to-which familiarization activities had
been extended or an increase in the number of teachers involved in the project.

ofoo

C. Conclusions

In Chapter V it was concluded that_ the federal inputs did not occur as planned
across all 50 projects. As indicated, there was an average project underexpendi-
ture of 19. 2% of the approved budget for the first project year, 15. 9% the second
year, and 12. l o the third year, Further, giv,en these findings, it was'expected
that the,,overall level of activities would be somewhat less than planned.

The data presented in Table 9 and discussed above indicate that both on an annual
basis and across the three years of program operations the extent to which the
activities specified in the policy paper were carried out varied considerably across
the 50 projects. In terms of the three year totals, 'while most protject'g reported
students associated with most of the specified activities, relatively14few (26%)
reported students 'hall of them. In addition, among those reporting students, the
number involved varied considerably from project to project and over time.

In general there was a marked increase in project activity in the second year of
operations. For example, ten projects reported no first year elementary levei
participants but did report such participants for the second year. At the junior
High school level, eleven projdcts reported the same experience. At the senior
high school, in seventeen cases there were, participants,in an activity' group the
second year but not during the first. By the same token, in fourteen projects
the rate of increase in the number of participants at the elementary grades was

- 47 -



greatest the second program year, At the junior high school level this occurred in
eighteen projects,, and at the senior high school level in fifte,erl projects this wet,'
true for one or more of the activity grdups. f

This increase during the second year i ent with the finding in Chapter V
Nki_ai regard to the relationship between project budgets, expenditures, and grant,
actions. As indicated, during the second and third years most projects expended
Part'D funds at a rate consistent with their budgets as originally prepared -and
submitted with their trant application, These findings with respect to the increas-
ing level of activities over time tend to confirm a conclusion suggested in Chapter
V that during the first year many projects focused on planniiig and other start-up
activities which we re relatively inexpensive andid not have an, immediate impact
on students. As indicated by the three year findings, however, it can not be
assumed that the explanation for the cross project and cross-year variations is
soley accounted for by first year activities and project start-up requir&ments, In
the chapter which follows a discussion of the relationship between project activities
and the level of expenditures is presented. ' In addition it will explore the relation-
ship between selected aspects of program management and the variations across
projects in the activities produced.
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. CHAPTER VII:' .PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

A. Introduction

")

Chapters l and VI discuss the federal inputs or resources Pi'ovided to the 50
pr4ectS studied and the extent ,?,:) which these inputs resulted in activ ies as out-
lined in the legislation, and required in the policy paper. From the d

I
cussion of

inputs it was concluded that in most projects the inputs did not occur at the level
planned; that is, in most cases the projects did not expend all the federal funds
'vailable to them. The underexpend ure s in the first program year typically may

4 have been due to project start-up r uirements; in many cases, the three-year
total of unexpended federal funds m y be explained in terms of the amount not ex-
pended during the first year of.operation. In some cases, however, projects
reprogrammed unexpended fuhds and, according to their budget documents, planned
to spend them the following year; in some of these cases the reprogrammed funds
were expended as budgeted and in other cases they were not.

On the basis of the findi t with respect to the rate and amount at which federal
Pert D monies were expended by the 50 projects, it was expected that variations in
the level of project activities attributable to federal inputs wou!d be found. The
findingtpresented in Chapter VI with respect to project activities confirmed this
expectaflon. In fact, it was found that not only did projects vary considerably in
terms of the level at which activities occurred, they varied in-terms of the very
presence of activities the federal legislation and the USOE policy paper required
of Part D projects.

The implicit assumption in both the Part D legislation and USOE policy is that the
4 funded activities at the local level are expected to produce student outcomes consis-

tent with the putpose of the Part D progra.M. Given that the inputs did not occur as
planned, it is logical to expect that the planned activity objectives would not be
reached as, in ,fact, they were not. This, in turn, leads to the reasonable predic-
tion that student outcomes would not be produced as planned. For this reason it is
appropriate at this point to explore possible explanations for the failure of the ex-,
pected activities to occur. In view of the findings discussed in Chapter VIII which
support the general conclusion that in most projects the student outcomes of the
Part D effort were not achieved, this exploration regarding the relationship between
program inputs and the activities which resulted is especially significant.

LOgically, the explanation for the'v'ariations across the 50 projects on the expendi-
ture of federal funds provided and the activities whickre'sulted may relate either to
the nature of the federal management and funding proctsses'or to the management
practices of the recipients of the_federal funds. Put another way, the first question
which,.muste addressed in explaining The relationship between federal inputs and
project activities is: Did USOE actually fund projects which were expected to pro-
duce the Part D activities called for by the legislation and policy paper ? The
second i;: Is these anything associated with either the nature of the organizastions
receiving the grants or with the practices they followed in managing the federal
funds which may expflain the activities which'were produced? From the federal
perspective both questions relate to the broad area of program management.

The findings presented below are divided into three categories. The first relates
to the nature of the stated objeCtives of the projects which were funded. The second
category re tes to the management pra'ctices followed recipients of
Pare D rants. Specifically, these findings relate to the
extent to which the projects complied with management practices which were
addressed by federal policy. Since these practices were required of all Part D
grantees by virtue of receiving federal funds, the findings address both the

- 49 -
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questions of whether the grantees complied with these requirements and whther
complis,'associated with the nature of the activities produced.

The third category relates broadly to ohe nature of the rganizations receiving
Part D grailts. he findings here relate to the question: Does the nattier of the
grantee (i.le., hether it is an SEA, LEA, etc..) relate' to 'either the mana ement
practice.4 foil ed or to the nature of the actiyities produced? In other words,
does th6' nett f,the organization receivin/Part D funds explain variations in
activities not e fainable in terms of project objectives or s ,pecific management
practices. TEL assessment may be of use in making program management
deis ions in-the .ftfture . /

4 .

B. Findings

ProjeCtObjectives

Prior to the field phase of'the study, the statements of project objectives, con-
tained in project proposals, interim reports, and third party evaluations for
each of the 50 first round projects in this'study were reviewed and recorded.
During thefield visits,Project staff were asked to confirm the accuracy of
these statements or/ifpdate them as appropriate. The statements of project
objectives were then related tolthe seven activity areas contained in the Part
D legislation dnd,to the activity perforrnance.data reported in Chapter VI. A
project objective ;was judged to.,relate to legislative objectives either if explicit
reference was mk.cle or if in the combined judgment of the two senior project
atnaly.§ts who 'reviewed all project statiMentis the legislative objective was
Clearly implicit.:,,, . ,' .::' I ----...._
With. respect" to :the program` objectives contained in the legiSlation but not in
the USOE polcycPaper, it was foudd that Acine of the 50 projects had
stated objectives,nroviding for exchanges. cif, personnel between schools andi-i
cAller agenci4s:, Similarly, none of the p'rdlect's indicated objectives which...
yvidpld f,c,' creasing the educational attainment of young workers
rel;e4sed frorri theii. jobs on a pa ft -time bs.is. 'It was a4so, found that none zif
the, 50 projeyk liAed the motivation of young people to Ilkcorn e vocational., ,,
ed\ttca,tors or to prvide pre-professional .training, for poterrtial voca nal
edit'cators as an kil?j ctive. Findings with respect to program object es found
in`' ioth the poliy.p. er and legislation are summarized15elow.

1 s
, , ; . ,.

\ i..Nlementary'andecondary.FamiliarizationV ..,, T.

,,,,,, \'',1
%...NFkrty-seven oftlik fifty projects stated objectoe,s with respect to famil-

ia. iiing elementA and secondary school stuaents with the range of
66cupVtions and, uisites for those occupation's. arthe three remaining,

s
One g.e found toAa actually engaged in elementar.,y and secondary famil-
ia,ii,z Hon acjiivitlevt- This suggests either prileat or vagueLi`worded

..
,ob ClIkv'es were take, this area in,r that the'prCiect engaged in activi-

.,, . J...
tie fq...\ which it haN,r;;4written objectives., Qhp project,neyer did engage
in e eirAntary level AliiNfities, and the remainingp4ject involved te,n
eleinenia' pt students qur g the final program year.. ; .

-,, year`'' 1\'l n. .
. ,,,..,,,:.:. '. .

Worki,ExPe`rience ''', ' ,,:'\I\
6, 4.

',, Thirty;i1-i'kei'nprojects stateAobjectives clearly relating to the provision
,

', of WoriCeJcp;e4ence activitk>s 10 hi..gh school students and, 17 did not state
,; such "Oltql4ki,Ve'S or did not adArese the subject clearly`, Of the 33 stating
Iliwork einrAfticeobjectiYes, ef?,?(57.6/0) were found t'014i'aye actua
1Irnentedi).rbikexiiVrience'pr..ecickPFrative education coMponents at
1,til the priijCts'ar3 14 did note f the 17 projects ndCitating workti..,

Ase -I 4:1 , ,''''

1 il
, 1:\it'xi
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experience objectives, seven were found to have ira9lemented some level
of work experience activities as part of the elementary program. As was
indicated above, this would suggest vague project objectiv-e.

Job Entry Skill Trdining

Forty-one'projects,indicated objectives clearly relating to broadening and
improving vocational curricula. The policy paper indicated that activities
designed to provide specific training in job entry skills for students not ,

previously enrolled in vocational programs just prior to the time they
leave school were tb be included in each exemplary project. This priority.
was established for each project and relates to the legislative objective of
broadening and improving the vocational curricula. Of the 41 projects
stating such objectives, 22 were found,to have initiated actiyities providing
job entry skill training attributable to the exemplary project aryl 19 did not.
The nine projects not stating objectives related to skill training were
found, with one exception, not to have implemented skill training.
activities.

.
Intensive Occupational Guidance and Counseling, and Placement

Foky-one projects indicated objectives relating to the provision of inten-
sive occupational guidance and counsieling to students during their last
years of school. Only 32 projects, )however, also included the actual
placement of students as a clear objective. Seven projects did not list
either counseling or placement objectives, and two indicated placement
objectives but not counseling and guidance objectives. Of the 41 projects
stating counseling and guidance objectives, 17 were found to have imple-
mented a counseling and guidance component identified apart from other
program treatment and 24 did not. Three of the nine projects that did not
state such objectives were found to have implemented such activities and
six did not.

Twelity-five oTthe thirty-two projects with stated objectives relativeto
the placement of students were found to have implemented such activities
as a part of the exemplary projects, and 12 of the 18. projects
not stating placement objectives were found to have actually carried out
such activities as part of the project effort.

Other Objectives

In addition, 42 (84%) projects were found to.have objectives which related
to activities not mentioned in the legislation. Ten of these projects in-
cluded staff training objectives

T
in this list of "othert; objectives and six

of these also included dissemination objectives, No other patterns misre
found in the statements of objectives.

Thirty -two projects stated One or more objeCtives that were either too
general or too unclear to be classified into one of the above categories,
or in terms of additional planned activities'. Forty-four projects stated
objectives relative to some proposed activity other than the seven
discussed here.

That projects would have stated objectives and implemented activities designed
tcr'r'eathem is to be expected. On the other hand for projects not to have
stated objectives addressing required areas or to have stated objectives'bu
no activities is not.

.
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, The major explanation for this phenomenon relates to the pro em of project
definition. The policy paper indicates special favor would be granted to
projects incorporating funds from a variety of sources into a single project.
At the time the grantees were preparing their proposals, many had already
implemented a work experience or:cooperati,ve education effort within the
LEA. The ongoing effort was in many instances cited as fulfillment of the
work experience revirements. When no changes in the regular, ongoing
effort attributable to the Part D project were found, the effort was not consid-
ered for purPosesof this study to be a component of the exemplary project.

,

\,
,

In three instances project personnel and literature referred to jointly funded
efforts which 'were later dete' mined 'to be distinct'and separate administrative
entities. In these casts the fforts also were not F on s ide re d to be compo-
nents of the exemplary project. ,

It should be clearly pointed out that no willful mismanagement or misuse of
funds is implied by these findings. Orn'the contrary, the phenomena discussed
here appear to have resulted from unclear definition of the projects in terms
of objectives, scope, and participants and upon good faith efforts to maximize
the effect of limited program resources by avoiding activity areas being
addressed by other initiatives, thereby narrowing, and intensifying project
focus.

4
This, of course, implies that in many projects attempts to depart from the
traditional offerings, especially with respect to work experience and skill
training efforts, was limited. This may have resulted from a scarcity of
research and developmental efforts, in these areas or because grantees were
not aware of the results of recent research.

--Table 11, below, summarizes the findings with respect to the relationship
between project activities and objectives..

_(
TABLE 11 *.

,

PROJECT ACTIVITIES AND PROJECT OBJECTIVES

.
Category

ii of Projects Engaged in Activities Specified in USOE Policy
Guidance &
Counseling

Paper

Placement
Elementary & Secondary

Familiarization
Work

Experience
Skill

Training

Projects -with iith objective and activity

Projects
t
with objective but without activity

Total with objective

yiojects without objective but with activity

P;ojects without objecti%;e and without activity

Total without objective

47

0 ,

47

2

1

3

19

14

33

7

10

17

22

19

41

8

9

17

' 24

41

3

6

9

25

7

32

12

6

18

st,
Project

:

;

i

I i
1 I

I i.
,,

1 '4'Management Froactices
i : iI

i:, '44' ; l'
,

This category of findings ,concerns the management practices followed by the
a ti'indiVidual projectS. As noted irppreceding chapters, this study was not in- 4 7

individual.

I tended to be an evaluation of individual projects, nor was it intended to focus
' . ,-

a

Ion project management. In part, this was because formal Part D effort had i . r i

,*,
i pceased in 29 case when the study teams visited the projects, and in many ,of ; I if

these cases key p oject personnel were not available for interview. As a
result, both the d pth and quality of the information gathered across the 50
pkOjects ?with respect to project management vartied. Nevertheless, it was .

I

o I

SI

; :
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possible retrospectively to gather consistent and reliable information on
several generic aspects of project management which rpay help to explain the
variations in project activities resulting from Part D grants. These findings
are reported in six subsections below:,-

Sound Plan of Operation;
Project Evaluations;
Linkage to Wanpower Agencies;
Project Directors;
Project Dissemination ActiVities; and
Project Continuation and Replication.

Each of the four subcategories on which findings are reported is based "oh
language found in the USOE policy paper, the legislation, and/or the Federal
Register. As such, they may be considered as required of recilziznts of
Part D grants.

a. Sound Plan of Operation 1

The Federal Register (103. 25;a;2) specifies that each project was to be
judged, in part, upon the soundness of its proposed plan. It was further
specified that included in the criteria for soundness was consideration of
the extent to which the procedures for..achieving the objective4 of the
project were appropriate and technically sound. Several indicators of the
soundness of each project's managerial operating procedures were col-
lected. While no single indicato'$ may be considered a sufficient measure,
taken together they provide an indication of project operations. In addi-
tion, although a positive response to the questions posed below does not
signify. that a project was operationally sound, it may be argued that a
negative response to more than one of the questions suggests that it was
not. 'The results of reviewing project inforniation in terms of these
indicators of basic management practices are summarized belowi t

i. Written Work Plan

In each site the study team was to determine whether or not the
project had a written work plan detailing project activities in relation
to time, and if so, whether the plan was used to guide and control
day-to-day project operations. It is ,commonly held that such a plan
is an invaluable tool in managing any endeavor. .

As Indicated in Table 12, belbw, 31 6f the 50 projects were reported
as having a written plan of work. Of those with such a plan, it was
found that it was utilized as an operational guide to the project in
58.1% of these cases. Because the inability of the study team to
identify work plans may have been directly related to the fact that the'
projects were terminated (i.e. no longer expending Part D funds)
at the time of the visit, the data in Table 12 is divided into two cate-
gories based on funding status. These data shay that only 50% of 0-,c
ongoing projects that had a plan utilized it as arc operational ggide.

USE OFWRITTEN WORK
[Total ft of Projects

EIb.
29

,
50

PLAN

rNo Pi .n

9

10

19

TABLE 12
GOVERNING

rWritten Blau

12

19

31

PROJECT.

0,, of total with plan

44" 57 1

65 S

62 0

OPERATIONS

b Guided by plan

6

12

18

-

" with plan
guided by pla

50 0
63 2

58 1

T,,pe of
Project

Ongoing projects-
Terminated projects4

Total

' Terminated project are those not expending Part D funds at2ie time of visit, those operating on 'ho cost" extensions
Are considered ongoing
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A comparison of the 18 projects which repoited that they utilized a
written work plan to guide project operations with the findings re-
ported in Chapter ATI revealed that eight projects had essentially
performed federally expected activities which conformed to their

, , stated objectives and ten had not. In general, there appears to be
no meaningful relationship between utilizing a written project work
plan and engaging in expected federal activities.

ii. Participant Data

-N

I..

As discussed in prior chapters, at various points in the study
efforts were made to determine the number of students participating
in project activities. Also, as indicated, the projects varied with
respect to the ease and consistency with which they could provide
this information. The response to the DVTE mail survey seeking
participant information by one of the projects summarizes the-diffi-
culties encountered by many projects in maintaining accurate Acords
of participants, especially at the senior high school level.

"It becomes increasingly difficult to determine the number of 'participating' students
as they progress through junior and senior high school. In most junior high and in all
high schools. students attend classes by subject and not by grade level. Therefore,
even if we know that a certain Biology teacher is participating in [the project) it is
very difficult and time consuming to determine.how many freshmen, sophomores,
juniors. and seniors he has in that class."

Nevertheless, given that the purpose of expending Part D funds was
to produce activities which would affect students, it follows that
soundsproject management typically would require accurate and con-
sistent records of participating students. Without such records it
would at best be difficult to plan activities and to evaluate results.

Operationally, ille indicator of the accuracy and consistency of
project records regarding student participants was the consistency
of the data reported by the projects at various points in the study. It
should be noted that this does not directly address the accuracy of
the records, but rather the issues oftheir very existence and their
interval consistency. It may be presumed that if the data reported
is,not), consistent, tie records are likely to be incorrect.

If was found that 15 projects reported data to the study team which
was inconsistent with that reported in the DVTE participant survey.
In one case there was a variation of 84% in the number of participants
reported. In another four projects, the grantees were unable to
report the number of participants by grade level to either DVTETit
the study team. ,

As with student records in general, it is reasonable to assume that
the management of a project hiving the placement of students com-
pleting high school as a major objective would be aided by records of
the numbers placed. Again, while to maintain such records does not
imply sound management practices, the absence of such records does
suggeM 'managerial problems.

.. Twenty -three (23) projects reported that records were maintained

.,,

relative to the placement of,participating high school students. Two
other projects indicated that placement records had been maintained
but had'been lost. Twenty-one (21) projects indicated that such
records were not maintained. Nine of the twenty-one projects

4tio
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indicating that the project did not maintain placement records did
indicate, however, that the grantee maintained such records inde-
pendent of the project. Four projects did not involve high school
students and therefore did not need to maintain records concerning
high school placement.

Wide variation was observed in the method by which placement
records were generated, maintained, and used. Placement records
per se were not generally available. In most areas placerrent activity
was entered into each student's counseling record. The retrieval
of this information frequently involved a search of each student'S
record and the generation of aggregate data.

Projects also varied considerably in their operational definition of
the term "placement." For some projects placement was understood
to mean the placement of a student an entry level job after graduation *
or during the summer. For others it meaot placement in a work
experience positiOn, and for most it meant both. In some cases,
placement records did not distinguish between positions secured
through the assistance of the school as opposed to the initiative of the
students; in other cases, notations were made of referrals to job
openings rather than actual placement. These factors combined to

# produce data that were incomplete, vague, and incapable of compari-
son.

c

iii. Fiscal Control

,,=s indicated in previous discussion, each Part D ect received
funds in order to perform activities which would pro student
outcomes. It is generally accepted that an import.nt aspect of project
management is the monitoring of expenditures so to insure that
resources are being expended at the level and rat lanned so that
adjustments can be made where indicated and necessary. Clearly,
in order to perform this critical management function it is necessary
that project administrators have a record of expenditu're s and that
this record be in a formexhich is useful from a program management
point of view.

In the process of gathering data for the cost analysis of the Part D
program (see Chapter X), the study team reviewed expenditure
records. In addition, they sought either 'documentation or reasonable
estimates from project staff which related expenditures to the major
project activity categories. It was found that six projects were un-
able to provide expenditure data to the study teams. In addition,
three projects were able to provide only partial expenditufe da
Twelve projects were unable to provide estimates of project e endi-
tures by activity areas. These included seven of the projects eport-
ing partial or no expenditure data and five others.

It was found that expenditure data was not usually available from
project sources. When seeking such information, the field teams
were usuall eferred to one or more administrative offices or to a
grantee fiscal section removed from the project. Project directors
usually did not include a review of timely e*penditure information in
their normal monitoring processes. Regular reports of project
expenses typically were not required by grantee boards or 'personnel
outside the normal fiscal processes of an LEN. .
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Sound management requires monitoring present effort, comparing
that effort to the planned effort and making adjustments to correct
any deficiencies. The fiipiings in Chapters V and VI clearly imply
that the management of project activities generally failed to make
these kinds of adjustments and these findings with respect to fiscal'
management suggest that Weakness in this area may provide at least
part of the explanation.

iv. Personnel Job Descriptions

A commonly accepted indicator of, sound management practices is the
presence of job descriptions for salaried personnel which specify
duties and responsibilities associated with each position. In the
course of the field visits the study teams reviewed the job descriptions
of the staff paid from Part D funds. Thirty-two projects were found
to have written job descriptions and 18 either did not o,r were unable
to provide them for review. Several projects were found to have
excellent job descriptions in which dunes were clearly stated, report-
ing lines defined, and objectives stated in specific terms. Many,
however, did not have job descriptions written for the Part D projects.

*a.Frequently, the joi, descriptions reviewed were found to be general in
nature and applicable to all personnel within the school system holding
a particular position, rather than specifically related to the Part D
project.

In summary, 19 of the 50 projects had favorable assessments with respect
to three of the four indicators discussed above and seven projects were

,assessed favorably with respect to all four.

b. Project Evaluations

It was stipulated in the Federal Register that each project was to be eval-
uated. The USOE further stipulated that the evaluations were to be con-
ducted annually lor.a third party and that a copy of the results of the evalu-
ation was4to be forwarded to USOE for review. The Part D projects were
authorized to expend federal funds in order to employ a third party evalua-
tor each year and were expected to utilize the results of the evaluations to
improve project operations. A final report at the end of three years was ,
also required.

As discussed in previous chapters, the evaluation reports on file with
USOE in the summer of 1973 were systematically reviewed prior to the
start of the field effort. Reports for 45 of the 50 projects were available
for review, and a summary of that review is pi:esented in Table 13 on the
following page.

Although the study teams were not responsible for reliewing the evalua-
tions in each site, in the course of gathering fiscal data they did determine
whether or not evaluations were performed each year. It was found that,
Part D funds were expended for third party evaluations in the last two
yers in all 50 of the projects. Since all projects complied with the re-
quirements for third party evaluations, this factor does not explain the
variations in project activities.
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SU\IMA R1 OF THIRD PlRTY El, ALUATIONS ON FILE WITH USOE
DURI \C JUNE 1 \U JULY 1973

Date of Tested or suneved Used >turd milted Res ievNed placement Followed up Number
entlaeac.-e" students tests of students gr ideates of

ton Yo. No le, No 1 es No Yes o projects

1971
.

1 5 6 9- 6 -- 6 6

1972

1973

9
y

15

9

6

6 1

14

2 16 2 ,

2

16 1

19,

13

21

TOT11. 25 20 (. 32 4 '41 4 41 45

.
Five projects did not have ev alTition reports on file Aith USOE, findings from themost current report are reported

pf-tttSIn the course of the visits the teams often reviewed eval n reports
which were not on file with USOE and discussed the uti ity of the evalua-
tions with the project staff. Reports of these discussions suggest that
the summary findings in Table 13 present a generally 'accurate, picture of
the evaluation effort during roundne.

From the disCussions with project st it was concluded that in most
cases the projects viewed the evaluations as a requirement of USOE rather
than as a tool which was df assistance in project management. This is
consistent with the previous findings regarding project management.
Apparently, many evaluations neither assessed student outcomes nor

011111Ccontributed noticably to a sound plan of operation.

c. Linkage to Manpower Agencies

The Part D legislation, thee Federal Register, and the USOE policy paper
each indicates that projects should be designated to "...promote coopera-

'S.. tion between public education and manpower agencies." The policy paper
further indicates that the required placement function of each project
should be accomplished in cooperation with appropriate employment
services or manpower agencies. In the course of the field visits the
study teams determined from project staff whether or not there were

4 formal agreements between the projects and manpower agencies.

Fourteen projects reported formal relation ships with such manpower
.agencies as the State Employment Service or t Vocational Rehabititatiohr"
Service. For the most part these relationship were found to 'originate
from the mandated local manpower planning mechanisms emanating from
provisions of the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA)
and its predecessor, the Comprehensive Area Manpower Planning System
(CAMPS). While all but one of the 14 projects reporting Formal ties also
reported placement activities, 21 projects Without formal relationships to
manpower agencies also engaged in placement activities.

In some of the projects not reporting formal felationships with.a local
"manpower agency, the existence of informal ties was indicated. While
no system,...** atic effort was rmaile to investigate the nature of the' informa-
tional ties, typically these consisted of counselors contacting employment
service offices regarding job openings for students. In this context, it is
of interest to note that the guidance counselors surveyed were asked
whether they were on loan, to the project from another organization and,
if so, from w1fat type. Of the 229 resp'onyiing counselors, only two were
on loan and those were not from either state' or loCal employment services.

-
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Project Directors

It may be presumed that by definition the directors of Part D projects had
substantial impact on the operations at the local level. In the course of
the field visits the study teams obtained information indicating the extent
of turnover during the life of the projects and salient background charac-
teristics of the most recent project director. The background chwacter-
istics gathered relate to the provisions of the legislation and the Federal
Register which indicated that project personnel should be qualified by
virtue of unique and relevant experience. The Federal Register indicated
thalstmique and relevant experience in lieu of formal degrees and certifica-
tion could be considered in qualifying project personnel.

The following types of information regarding the background of project
directors were gathered: (a) number of years of administrative experience,
(b) number o years of vocational education experience, and (c) number
of years employed by the grantee organization. In general, the project
directors were employed by the grantee organization prior to th start of
the Part D effort. Of 44 directors for whom information xva mailable,
22 had been employed in the field,of vocational education for fin-years or
more and ten indicated over ten years of vocational education experience.
Thirty of the project directors reported more than five years of, adminis-
trative experience.

Most projects did not elect to use the selection- of a
director ptlktion as a method of building a bridge between school and the,
world'of work. In addition, it is clear that projects were not aware oeor
did not choose to follow the suggestion contained in the legislation that
exchange of 'personnel between the schools and manpower agencies and
businesses be a part of the project'design.

In terms of turnover of project directors, it was found that in 26 cases
there was a single director, in 15 cases there were two direigtors, and in
three cases there were three project directors during the, course of the
project. In six cases information was not reported. A comparison of the
data pertaining to project directors with that regarding project activities
does not reveal meaningful relationships.

e. Dissemination

The primary focus of this study was to evaluate the degree tajwhich
student outcomes attributable to project activities conformed to the legis-
lative intent. In assessing the student outcomes producedlby Part D

AC-projects it is reagonable to assume that if projects influenc d other school
systems, those school syslems could also be. producing des rable student
outcomes. The USOE apparently took this "multiplier effect" into consid-
eration when it indicated in the Federal Register that one 'criterion against
which applications for Part D grants were to be judged was the inclusion
of a dissemination plan.

The design for this study indluded provision for collecting information
with whichto assess the influence of the projects studied upon other
schools or school, systems. Data were sought from two sources,-the
grantee itself and the state education agency. Grantees were asked if
they had a plan for disseminating the results of the project. Twelve
projects indicated that they did not have a dissemination plan and 38
indicated they did have such a plan.

I
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Next,' projects were asked if.their dissemination efforts w.ere formal,
that is to say, written. Of the 38 indicating a dissemination plan, 18
indicated that is was written and 20 indicated that it was not. This means
that 24% of the projects did not have a dissemination plan and in 40% of
the projects the plan was informal. It was not possible to validate the
grantees' evaluation of theseinformal dissemination plans.

Typically, grantees reported that they responded to requests for techni- 4
cal assistance, information and materials, and advice; Seve.,_4I reported
the publication of a project newsletter as a part of the dissemination plan
and several reported attending conferences, etc. , as a part of the plan.

Eighteen projects ( 0) indicated they had established written dissemina-
tion plans. These pl ns included the development and distribution of
career education materials, including movies, slides, and other audio-
visual aids. Teacher training woVcshops and seminars were also a tech-
nique included in sveral of the formal plans.

In general, the projects having formal dissemination plans were active in
disseminating results, materials, and other lessons learned as a result
of project experience. Those projects having only informal plans, on the
other hand, tended to be passive. In other words, they tended to respond
to requests for'assistance or materials rather than gen*rate interest.,

There were few records maNitained describing the actual level of effort
,represented by dissemination activities. This made assessment of impact
impossible within the time frame of t1),is study. No meaningful relation-
ships between the presence of a dissemination plan and project activities
were found.

f. Continuation and Replication

The USOE policy paper governing the first round projects required
_grantees to make provision fpr carrying on the exemplary program with
support from "Yegular" funding sources after Part D support had ter-
minated. In 14 cases, grantees indicated that project activities had been
or would be discontinued when Part D support ended. Another 19 grantees
indicated that some aspects of the project would be continued but at a
reduced level. In most cases the reduction was occurring due to a lack
of sufficient funds from "regular" sources to maintain the Part D sup-
ported level of effort.

Of the remaining 17 projects, nine indicated that p ject activities were
being continued ait a level greater than that achieved ith Part D support.
In,some cases this meant that the number of participa is was increasing
but not th'e level of program support. In other cases, the increase was
attributable to the allocation of substantial local re ources to continue or
expand the exemplary program activities. The eig t remaining grantees
indicatekthat project activities would continue but did not foresee
substantial change in the nature of the activities or the level of effort.

Grantees were also asked if they dered part or all of the Part D
project suitable for replication. It as found that only three projects
responded negatively. The 47 indicating that all or part of the project
was suitable for replication were asked to indicate actual replicators of
aspects of the program. Provision was made for up to six responses.
Seventeen projects indicated six or more replicators of some aspect,of
project activity. Six indicated no replicators, and eight indicated that if
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thers.wery any replicators they were unknown t he project. No mean-
ingful relationships between project continuation and replication data and
project activities were found.

. Organizational Chara teristics

In addition to the nat re of the stated objectives of the projects and the man-
agement practices trey follow-eit,_, variations in the basic nature of the organi-
zations receiving P D grantsftnay help to explain variations in project
activities. The PartD egislation permitted variety in the types of organiza-
ti6ons or agencies permitted to_ operate Part D projects. The USOE was
authorized to contract with LEAs, SEAs, and public or private, profit or non-
profit agencie,f; s, organizations, or institutions for the establishment of Part D
projects. .

Given the permitted variations with regard to the type of Part ID grantee and
the explicit intent of building a bridge between school and the world of work,
it would-be reasonable to expect grants to be awarded to a variety of organiza-
tional tirpes.. In addition, it might be hypothesized that considerable emphasis ,

_would be given to grantees outside the traditional educational systacn; in other
. words, that construction of the bridge would not be limited to only one side of

the chasm.

It was found, however, that Part D grants were awarded almost exclusively to
educational agencies. Of the 50 projects visited, 31,(i62%) were single school
districts, four (8n) were educational service agencips spons_ored by °several
schpol districts, ten (20%) were state education agencies, and three (6%) were
institutions of higher learning. In total, 48 (96%) of the grants were made to
educational agencies and two grants (4%) were made to Dther"typ' es, of institu-
tions. One of the two grants not made to an educatiOnal agency was awarded
to a public foundation which subcontracted the major portion of the project
activity to a single school district, and the other-was awarded to a non - profit
corporation which operated an experimental, alternalSe..school system in an
urban area.

(;. In one sense, then, ther was relatively little variation among the first round,
gzian te es From an org nization and management perspective, however the
irsTp64tant".distinctions tAttween grantees with and without a clire,ct line respon-
sibility"fors*chool administ&tion was also explored. In 32 projects (64%), the
grantee was'dizre,ctly responsible for project operations at the school level;

-....,,,`,:.1.1K;te,,..irrthe.31 projects administered by local school districts plus the
`-aLter.n.itil'e.,p:c13o91 system case, the Part D grantee had a direct line, sillier-
visory re-rational-1i p:swith the particip;.ting schools. In the remaining 18
p.tojects (36°,70),thegrantee had an indirect relationship with the participating

'scizi:;ols through the local districts. At this level of aggregation, hypotheses
sugg:es 1pg that grantees which have direct, operating responsibility for the
admin.At,i'ation of schools will be more likely to produce the expected, project
activitie4;than other grantees are not supported. 7A-4,omparisonof the two
groups.hi,..-ier,ms of project activities ( as reported in Table 9, Chapter VI)
does not Icate meaningful differences in performance. .
ExaminatioaO.i the relationship Df management practices to organizational type
produced rrii.ied -results. Of ten projects which were assessed as having
implemented: ,ound plans of operation, as well as having formal links to man-
power agencies and third party evaluations, nine grantees were local school
districts (the tenth was an SEA);of 40 projects assessed as having relaiiiely
weak management practices, in 22, or 55.%, the grantee was a local scliN1
district. In general, while consistent participant information' and expen-
diture data frequently was not readily available from grantees with an indirect
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relationship to schools, if also frequently was not readily available from
local school districts, especially from their project staff.

A review of the findings regarding expenditures, activities, and management
indicators in terms of subcategories of grantees (e.g., LEAs, SEAs., service
agencies, etc.), generally did not produce meaningful pattei.s. The clearest
relationship identified between organizational type and,aily of the variables
previously,discussed pertains to stated project objectiVes and the absence
of activities designed to reach these objectives. Earlier in this chapter it
was noted that many projecks stated objectives and subsequently did not
initiate activities designed to reachlhose objectives. This phenomenon was,
noted in nine of the ten instances where an SEA was the,grantee. This sug-
gests that SEAS tended to overestimate the operational capabilities of educa-
tion service delivery agencies. In-other words, SEAs appeared to plaii mire
than was pos/ sible with the limited resources. It also is possible that is
may be explained in terms of the management structure, the implication here
being that management adjustments are more difficult to make when the
grantee is not directly responsible for program operations.4,

C. Conclusions
4'

The findings reported in this chapter addressed three basic questions whose
answers might explain the variations among projeCts with regard to expenditures
and activities reported earlier. The first of these questions was: Did USOE fund
projects which were expected to produce the Part c activities called for by the
legislation and policy paper? A review of Stated objectives in project proposals
and reports indicates that while most,projects did have the activities specified in
the polidy paper among their objectives, there were exceptions. Although many
projects included objectives which were in neither' the legislation nor the policy
paper, none of the projects included.among their objectives thoSe activities
addressed in the legislation but not addressed by the policy.paper.

It should be noted that there were several instances of projects performing
activities which were not included among their project objectives. Often this may
be explained by the presence of objectives which were too general to categorize.
In addition,1based on discussion with project staff and confirmed by USOE program
staff, in.some cases this was the result of USOE efforts to per uade projects to
undertake these activities. As indica ted in Table 11, page 52, ho ever, in no case
does the number of projects with a mandated activity included am ng their stated
Objectives plus those who, actually produced the activity equal all of the 50 projects.
Also, as indicated in Table 11, with the exception of "elementary and secondary -

familiarization" activities,' a conside-rable number of projects did ncperform
activities inclu,decl among their objectives.

The' second basic question addressed was: Did projects comply with management'
practices addressed by federal policy, and what is the relationship between these
practices and engaging in the federally expected Part D activities? Data were
r'epdrted with respect to six areas of management practice specifically addressed
in federal policy statements.

Typically, projects indicated compliance with some but not ill of the management
practices reviewed. Of the 50 projects, ten were judged to have a sound plan of
operation (based on positive respOnse-p to three of fouiLindicators), established
formal links to manpower agencies, and implemented third party evaluations for
at least two program years. Of these ten projects, five implemented all of the
a.ctivitiesAppecified in the USOE policy paper which were included in their of
local project objectives; of these five projects, three included all of the federal
policy paper objectives among their own.
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Analysis of the data cullected with respect to project plans and efforts to dissemin-
ate information to other school districts was not meaningfully related to the type of
project activities in which they engaged. This was also true with respect to data
regarding roject Luntinuation or to indicatioAs of the replication of project activi-
ties in other school districts.

The third basic question addressed was: Does the nature of the Part D grantee
relate to either the management practices followed or the nature of the activities
produced? In general, a comparison of the various types of grantees with the
assessment of project activities and management practices did not produce Jnean-
ingful results. -.4.

In summari, the findings in this chapter indicate considerable Variability in both
project objectives and management practices, and that these variations do not
closely correspond to the variations among projects with respect to expected
activities. In Chapter V it was concluded that the federal inputs did not occur as
planned as indicated by project, underexpenditures. FrOm this finding it would be
logical to predict that the planned federal activity objectives would not be reached.
In Chapter VI this was indeed foundto be the case.

1In general, based upon the findings presented thus far, one would not expect the
planned student outcomes to have occurred, at least on a uniform basis. In
Chapter VIII, which follows, the student level outcomes of the first round
Part D programs are presented.

Or
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CHAPTER VIII: STUDENT OUTCOMES

A.R Introduction

The objective of the Part D program was to produce student outcomes as a result
of program activities hich were consistent with the legislative goal ofreduCing
youth unernpluyment. While the P,art D legislation and associated federal policy
specified a set of broad program activities (see Chapter VI), the most explicit
statements withregard to student outcomes of the Part D projects were:.

. - . -..that elementary and secondary students were to be familiar with the broad
range of occupations and the requisites for careers in these occupations
(legislation); a .

....,

that secondary schoorstudents were. to be motivated and prepared for
careers as teachers of vocational education (legislation);

that students not enrolled in vocational education programs were to re-
ceive-job entry skills just prior to graduation.(poliey paper); and

that all students would be placed in a job or in post-secondary occupational
training at the completion of their schooling (policy paper).

Beyond these four statements, the student level objectives of the Part D projectS
were not forrhally slefined during the first three years othe program. Officially,
within the broad purpose of the legislation and USOE policy statements, each project
was free to specify its own set of,outcomes. During the course of thefirst round
activities, however, a set of more explicit expectations 'regarding student outcomes
emerged and gained acceptance acrioss most of the locally -operated"Part D projects.

' These expected student outcomes generally may he traced to the report of the
Advisory Council'on Vocational Education (1965) which led to establishing the part
D pyogram and to related conceptual and innovative efforts in education.::'

-

The findings with regard to student ,utcomes discussed below are, for the rriost
part, based on the set of informally specified but generally shared expectations
which guided the first round efforts. The set of research questions andhypaheses
to which the findings relate were foripulated in the fall'of 1973. They,are the re*-:
sult of a process which involved the active participatioA of the study team, Pa'rt D
program"staff, and qvaluatiop stafirfrom USOE. Eacki parVeip`ant in the prOcess
was involved in formulating the outcome statements and approved the finarset.

As indicated in Chapter III, the set of student outcomes selected for investigation
was not intended to be exhaustive of the Outcomes produced by the Part D prcjects.
Rather,they were considered reasonable indicators of the extent to.
which federal program objectives were attained.'

A ,6r

It was expected from the outset that notyall- projects would succeed in- achleiting,
each of the expected outcomes. USOE program staff were aware that projects
varied both in emphasis and in the techniques they employe,d. 'The findings rep rted
in previous chapters with respect to project expenditures and activities also c1 rqy
lead to the' expectation that projects would vary in term,s of the student outcomes
produced.

41
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14.

B. Finaings '

I . f .:,/'1As indicated above, at the start of the study a set of research questions waS, .
developed juintly,,by Development Associates and USOE. It'was understacidl that
the answers to these questions would provide an assessment of the perferiri,ance of
the Part D program during its firs tiyears in tertns of student outcomes as the re-
late to the national objectives. will be noted.in the context of the subsections
below, the analysis of the data obtained during the field effort resulted in the moth-
fication of a,few of these qu ions. The specififindings below are 'organized in
terms ofThe study questions d are based on theo.responses of randomly selected
students and, in one case, teachers,, following thepxoceduTes described in
Chapter IV. - '. f4:'

For each study question, the findings are presented both in terms of the number of
projects in which there were Isciere not positive findings when comparing partici-
pants and non-participants, and in terms of the differences between participants.''
and non- participants across all projects. (It will be noted that at the 12th grade
level, the Work Experience Group and the Job Entry Skill Training Group showed.
fewer positive outcomes than did the Participating Teacher Group; an&t,hat there,
are several instances in which the Skill Training Group had fess positive scores
than its control group. We believe that these findings ref ct selection factors,
since the questio5riaire data indicate that only 26% of the S ill Training Particip ts
and 29% of the \rk Experience Participants. said that\ the planned to go to colleen,
in comparison sierkh 48% of the Participating eacher Part cipants, 49% of the
control group used foliPhe Skill Training com nt, and 4% of tilt control group A
used for the,Participating Teacher component. e special control group used for .\
the Work Experience component -- students in othero:Qoperative education pro- ,

grams -- contained 38% who said they planned to go CO-;.."O'lleg-a., These data strongly
suggest that the participating students in the Work Experience" grouplari,d in the Skill__
Training group differed from the other students in their prior academic orientation,..) -_

Question 1: Are student participants able to identify a. greater number of occupa-
tiQns than non-participants 9

Criteria

While it was judged that participants in the Part D program should be able to iden-.
tify a greater number of occupations than non-participants, upon reflection it was
decided that itwould also be important to determine whether participants were also
aware of a greater variety of occupations. As a regult, two criterion variables
were used to ansW r the above question.

la. Absolute number of . cu.ations: J

Each student was asked to "weite e...a.me.s.of.a.-rk.nany jobs or ccupations as you can
think of" on a.page consisting of two c -1.1.1zaks of 24ti,ank_lixiei-" eacecolumn. -For,
this criterion the scoring was in terms of a &umber of wh ich'c ot..Thl be
assigned a code number from the Diction* of occupational Titles (DOT). A t-test
was used to determine whether a statistically significant difference existed
between the means of the two groups, i se. , participants and non-participants,,
fo'r each student group, on both an overall and a project-by-project basis.
For each test the null hypothesis was:, Ho.: ppf= p np; that is, no difference
exists between the mean score of the participant and non-participant grotip..
The probability of falsely rejecting this hypothesis was, set at the 5% level .rtZve

" (i. e. , oC = .05): Values at the 1% level were also noted.

I

0
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I

lb. Variety of Occupations:

A. I
)

'-z
t

/

ft

The responses to Elie questions yielding an indication of the number of occupa-
tions` were also-analyzed to provide an indication of the variety of occupations
reported by each student. Coding was in terms of the number of different
two-digit DOT codes contained in each student:s response. For example,
while a student who listed all nine positions on a baseball team would have ; i
received a score of ''9'' in terms of the absolute number of occupations listed, /
he would receive a score of 1 in terms of variety. As with the' first
criteriona t-test was used to deteothinewhether there was a significant

/
/

difference between the two groups in each project and across all projects.

Results

/ , .. '/
Table 14,page 6(,shows that 6thsgradse participants,- in 15 of 45.pro)ects surveyed . ,'

. .(33°'0)., named significantly more occupations than did non-participants,. Similarly,, 1s., ,

Participants in 13 projects (29%) named,a significantly greater variety of occupa-
tions.than non-participants,

I
a i/ '

a

/.
_ Ninth-grade participants in 11 of 42 projects (26%) named significantlyqaore occue ..

pations and a significantly greater variety Of occupations than did non-participants,.,. .
.. .:12!ai..ticifiating Teacher (12th grade) group-participants 9 of the n projects (39%)

named significahtly more occupations While participants in £3/04- 23, projec'ts.(35%)-
. aistgnificantly greater varietrof occupations than non,pareicipant,s..i.

e
: /) -- Colinseiing (12th gradergroup participahts:in two of the froCir projects were`able to , ,,, //,/

,.
':;- riarneqignificantly more occupations,anci a significantly. realer varieijr of occupa- / '.7*'

.
--r tions...thaniwere non - participants. / i _ . .-.. - .4 -0.--

. ' .- ..' _4 ,
., Work Experience (12th grade) group participants iri 3 of th 9.-p7"ojects (16%) wer,/,'

able to naine significantly mate occupations ana si nifieantly ireater val-,ety.,O .'./ ,, .. ; /occupations than non -part? .
-:,.. t...._______ . .." , . ',"' ,

../ , i / '''" . 4. _,./,,
Finally, Skill Train rade) gro ipa7 icipantSin:5 of-the 14 p.rojects.p..f%) ,

'It - named significan, re occi ations . nd aignificaritry greater variety elf.occupa-.....'AO :i4. . tic91's thannon-part?: ?pants. ... ,'),..... 4t1....,....:
, ;

7- --.,... ::: /j- -. ,/ ,./ , , . , 7- General , in prztj..c. ts yvhere/ artitjPapta nameTt. signifi5antly higher ,number of - .'. 7
occup tions than non-pasticipatits,Ahdy algo identified a ;significantly greater'.

t ., e .
' vat-jet-y."8f occupations;;OV/teey.'exceptdng were found where participants scored

i significzPritly hiehe,r,in -c," e varia,Ilibut no't,11;e o.lcer..' -.

''.. -. . , ',!'' .Y '
. ,,,,, b / . 4' . . ,As shown in Tafple 15, c,s4 a r;ts s w...e-ree 'made, atr63t,s. all p rojects fox.eac$11 gro,irp.

4.Participap.ti exhibi o(initic'aly.171-1.glier.,s* re:geOn botri vaO.ables,than did np,h- .
; participants in t ti.li gt,a4e' grth itj,,, the'

... groups whic, ad o,ctupationa) alxiili4rizp:tioniCtiviptis infused into.the curriculum
(Participa ,i,h,giTeacher an51-..c ou,dselbit4`Forr,$.1:16 Work Experience and Skill Train-

/ Iii ing grou 6, thednon-paiti;ciponis scored sIgirificen4y highel than the participants. ,
"9 ' oh bcttVva,riabl'es'. '1') ''

11

i ,r1. ,,,,', 1$4,..:
et,

11'
..t.iC -

x

' //;:"'"-
,...,/,",),,,

i Pit

gra,ae/grou,p, and both 12th grade

t
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Conclusion:

C.-mparing results across all projects reveals that participants scored significantly
better than non-participants for all group's except Work,Experience and Skill Train-
ing on both criteria. Although the differences between the groups were statistically
s,gnifiicant, the differences were small except in the instance of the Counselor
groupiwith respect to the number of occupations named. On a project-by-project
basis it must be concluded that in a majority of the projects, participants were not
able to identify a greater number or a greater variety of occupations than non-
participants.

Question 2: Do students demonstrate more familiarity Ivith tasks and functions
associated with selected occupations than the comparison group9

C rite ria ,

Each stu ent was asked to complete Part Knowing About Jobs of the Career
Maturity Inventory. Each of the 20 items 'In this sub-test begins with a brigf de-
scription of a job performed by a person. Following the description b.re four
occupational titles. Students are asked to select the occupation corresponding,to
the job description or to indicate that they>"don't know." Scoring was in terms of
number right as a percentage of' the number attempted; if fewer than half were
attempted the student was treated as a non-respondent. A t-test was used to
determine whether a significant difference existed*etween the means of the two
groups, i. e., participants and non-participalts, for each student group on a project-
by-project basis. For each test the null'hyl-potheis was: Ho: pp = pnp; that is,
no difference exists between the mean score of the participant and non-participant`
group.. The probability of falsely rejecting this hypothesis was set at the 5% level
( = .05). Values at the % level were also noted.

Results

As shown in Table 16, sixth grade participants in nine of,the projects (20%) scored
higher than non-participants. Ninth grade participants in 11 of the projects (26%)
scored significantly higher than non-participants. Participants in only one project
in each of the 12th grade groups scored significantly higher than non-participants.
Table 17 shows the comparisons of participants and non-participants over all projects.
Participants scored significantly higher than non-participants -in the -9th grade,
Participating Teacher (12th grade), and Counseling (12th grade) groups._ No differ-
ences were found in the 6th grade groups. Non-participants scored significantly',
higher than participants in the Skill Training (12th grade) group, while no difference
was detected in the Work Experience group.

Conclusion

The area of greatest program impact with vspect to this artcome appears to have
been at the 9th "grade level where participating students scored significantly higher
than non-participants in 26 % Of the 42'projects, and across all Projects. While
on an across-p9ject basis participants in three of the six student groups scored
higher than non - participants, in a majority of projects participants did not have,
significantly higher scores. Overall, it is concluded that participants did not
demonstrate more familiarity with selected occupitions than non'-"participants.
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Question 3: Are student participants more familiar with the requisites associated
with employment in selected Occupations than the comparison group"'

Criteria
r

Two sub- scales of the Career Maturity Inventory (CMI) were used in answering
th' quastion. While they are the best measures relative to this question which

ld be found, it must be noted that both were designed to measure more than
s mple familiarity with the requisites associated with selected occupations.

The first sub-sCale was sp,cifically developed to-asdess,a student's ability to
'match up" psychosocial characteristics with those required in selected occupa-
tions. The second was specifically developed to assess a student's competency in
utilizing specific knowledge of career requisites in planning.

3a. Each student was asked do _complete Part 3: Choosing a Job of the CMI:

In each of the 20 items in this sub-test students are given a descripti,on of a
person, followed by four occupational titles. Students are asked to read the
description of each person and thenselect_the occupation they think is the
"best",one for that person or to indicate they "don't know." Scoring for this
and all ther sub-scales Of 'the CMI was as described for Question 2. A t-test
was use to determine whether a significant difference existed between the
means of the two groups, i.e.,"pf.rticipants anenon-participants, for each
student group on a project-by-prokect basis and across all projects. For each
test thenull hypothesis was: Ho: 1.0 = pnp; that is, no difference exists
between the mean score of the participant and non-partiCipant group.
probability of falsely rejecting this hypothesis was set at the 5% level (ce = . 05).
Values at thel% level were also noted:

3b. Each student was asked to complete Part 4: Looking Ahead of the CMI:
"or

In each of the 20 items in this sub-test students were given an occupational
title and three steps that a person could complete to prepare for and enter
this occupation. Stu'dents were then given four ways in which these stepp
couldbe-ordered.' Each student was aslee.d to read the occupationdl title and
the steps and then select the correct order for completing the three steps, or
to indicate "don'e.know."

As with the first criterion, a t-test `was employed to determine if a significant
difference-eXisted between parii nts and non-partiCipairts on ra
project-by-peqject basis and a ross all pr jects. The null hypothesis was:
Ho: pp = pnia for each project and %.11 projects. Again n( was set at_

,Lthe .05 level. .

: -

Results .
4

. .../fl .
. ,AS indicated inz.Table 16. .Participants in i*e'Lfrenprojects (16%) at the s&th grade,

. level had glenfficantly higher glean scares on the Choosing a Job sub-test; On the
A'' sub -test Looking Ahead, .sixth gr participantsartidipants in ir project? (24%) had signifi-. 4.,.-cantly hiVer.'meajrscares than thE.V.tornparison groups.

, ,r,, .
At the ninth grade, ;paititlfz3antb in 10 projectgi (24%) on the Choosing a Job sub-test.and in i3cprojicts (14%) on the Looking -Ahead sub-test obtained significantly higher
mean scores.

cL.
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At the iNkbrikade level, participants in the Participating Teacher groups scored
higher tiodl non-participants in three projects (Q%) on Choosing a Job and in four
projects (17%) on Looking Ahead; pariicipants in the Counseling group scored
higher, than non-partiCipants in one pf.hject (25%) on both sub-tests; participants
in the Work Experience group scored nigher than non-participants in four projects
(21%) on Choosing_a Job, and in, two projects (11%) on Looking Ahead:t and partici-
pants in the Skill Training group scored-higher in one project (7%) on Choosing a
Job and in no projects on Looking Ahead. As indicated on Tatde 19, when compari-
sons were made across all projects, participants were found to have significantly
higher mean scores in only the 6th grade group.

Oa

Conclusion

In comparing participants to non-participants across all projects it is co Eluded
that only at the 6th griade level did the participants score significantly higher on
the sub -tests than non-participants. However, this was found to be truein only
seven of forty-five projects (16%) for one criterion and 11 of 45 for the second (Z4%).
In general, then, it ',must be concluded than Participants were not more familiar
With the requisites, associated with employment in selected occupati6ns than non-
participants.

Question 4: Do student participants score higher on pre-vocational, lob readiness
tests than non-participants?

Criteria

No standardized instruments relative to this question were-identified. As a result,
two sets of questionnaire items were developed. During the pre-test site visits,
students at each grade level were asked to complete ttie items and discuss them
with a.member of the stUdy team. The items were alsoreviewed,for face validity
by staff of Part D projects ddring the field test visits and by individuals with
extensive experience in the of job training and placement.

4a. The first set of items, designated J.obReadi nowledge, was designed
to aCsess information pertaining to the world of work which indicated job
readiness. Twenty factual statements to be checked as either "true" or
"false" (Questions 10 through 29 of the Student Questionnaire)
were asked of each Still:lent-. The'test was scored by giving one point for each
correct elver and'summing the points. A t-test was used to determirte
whether a significant difference existed between the means of the two groups,
i.e.; participants and nor(- participants, for each group on a project-lw-project
basis and across allprojects. For each test the null hypothesis was: Ho pp 2-';)np;
that is, no difference exists between the mean score of the participant and non-
participant group. The probability of falsely rejecting this hypothesis was
set. at the 5% level (i.e..) = . 05). Values at the 1% level we.re,als*o noted.

A

4b. The second set of items, designated Job Readiness: Attitudes, consisted of
seven statements pertalning to various preferences and attitudes concerning
work and carder planning (Questions 30 through 36 of the Student
Questionnaire).* The'test was scored by &leans of a five-point agreempnt
scale, with the scale reversed for items in which disagFeement was the more
favorable response. The score for each of the items was then summed for a
total score. 'As with the first criterion, a t-tegr was employed to determine
the difference between the p'articipating and non-participating groups on a
project-by-project basis and across all projects.'

- 74-

9S" 4,

I.

ads

0



AS,

Results

Job Readiness:. Knowledge 5

't

411

The results for this and the second criterion are shown in Tables 20 and 21. At the
sixth grade level, participants in 8 of 45 projects (18%) scored significantly higher
than non- participants. Participantssin the 9th,grade in 7 of 42 projects (1,7%)
scored significantly higher than non-participants. At the 12th grade level, parti-
Apants in only one project in each of the Participating Teacher and Counse{ling
groups scored significantly higher than non-participants4 In the Wdrk Experience

.

group, participants in only one project scored significantly higher than non-
participants, while rcitignificant differencts were found in the Skill Training group.
On an overall- basis, significant differences ere found only ix 6th grade group
and these differences were, in a practical sense, very snaS.11', No differences
were found in any of the other groups.

Job Readiness Attitude

As shown in Table 20, 'parti i ants in four project's in each of thlK6th and 9th
grade groups had significantly igher means than non-participants. At the 12th
grade level, participants in three projects (13%) in the Participating Teacher group
and one project (25%) in the Counseling group had s nific,antly higher means than
non-participants. In the Work Experience and Skill T ining groups, participants
scored significantly higher in cane project (5%) and.no p cts, respectively,. On
an overall basis, significant differences were foupd between, rticipants andsnon-
participants at the 6th grade leve and in the Skill Training-group; in a practical
sense, however, these differences re very small:. No differences were found in
the other groups.

Conclusion

O On both an across-a11-Rrojects basis and on ewithin,projects basis, some statis-
tically significant regillts were found. The greatest area of impact appears to haye
been at the sixth'grade level where a significant differeZrce between participants and
non-participants was foupdoverall and on one or the otter of the criteia in 22%
(10),of the projects. Given the small number of project in wliFh differences were
found plus the laelt of significant differences overall in grades 9 and 12, it must b;
concluded that in general, the results do not indicate that participants are able to
core higher than non-participants on pre - vocational, job readiness tests. This

co usion must be tempered, hoNX/ever, with the observation that the scores of all
studen at all levels, were 9uite,, high in most,piojects,
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A:t. sQuestion 5: Do altic iiiiimrs'inqiyate mare positive attitudes toward employ-' ' %.riAkait than n'on:pa:r.t16 i'pante?,1 ;
, -- s

R 1
-Crite-rion

A

1The Attitude -Scale of the Careeit IN:fatu-r4 Inveptory was used as the indicator of
positive attitude's toward employment. The Attitude Scale cons ists -of 50 state-
1.-nrtnis pertaining to, isictiyi,aei,-"Erttitu'dess feelings.tevyird:making a career

; ;- anaeiteri,ng -thiArtirTcrrff.\worict." Each studeN;;As ask6d to indicate whether
a.cilv-statement. As with the other sub-scales of the

'CMI, gcorini was rIght, if more than half of the items were{ever a ite , e student was treated as a non-b
r'e-s-pondent. t-resivias.it-gi..to/lete,r;nhieh8ihera significant tlifference existed
betwesn the rkaris,o!...illte.00.'grsoil.s-i pattiCipants and non-participants, for
each:,4t4.1...tjt,gr-oup'on.413'rojeC.bYe:p'Ypi-e,Cifba0.e and across all projects. For each

&11-.h*icttl-feis. was; 1-1c: pp = p41-1p; t.n.t is, .no diffeience exists between
the mean score of the two groups. The proVal)ilit-y, of*ilsely rejecting this hypothesis
was set at the 5%),Av81 IOC =., jahies- at itielyo level were also noted.

, ....-', , -
Tab le 2 '-,hows that ay, tle s'..ixth vz-..a.il'ele-ixel- par.ticlaarts in -11 projects (24%T had

,;significantly higher ?..,i,eari,iose's -than puh-yarticrpancs. ,- t-the ninth grade level,
pa41.1c:ipant-s scored: igniff.ca)rell.liikheirtthan npri-partlic'ipants.in six projects (14%)
At ,.:.'fi-,12thigrad revd-1: Fiteciei aunt-, ibeacher'atnd Getinsel.i.rig ir;ufl,participants inP ii- -

,-..T'th-ree' p rejeC.ts../. 1-3 5) And bine I; r.bj icl (2 550.,,, r.6 s-p e'ctiv0.y , iii.d s ign iticantly higher
,

---- irierins,( Wirt jir...Kr.particts ...'..-Pat-tc4,lia.tifg -in,:t*o_ projects (11%) in the Work Ewer-,:

-' -: '''ierice g),.;7?Scip, li-ad/'s-igi5ifi.,40.11/ila-it:e'rt7h,e an ,F.c:re,s.-. than tilie n on-p a rti c ii>a nts ; no
.. d`f.F;lijelios },veie ritteCtqcl.in the.8k211Trailiing grou. Table 23 shows the results

A 4recia .1-,IM r 2mRatis(inVarV'etint---7..4s* all pro-je-C,rg. -Significant differences werer .., , A' :.,. t-oupd at the.'s-iAtit_grade_1-evel and'ii:tlieParticipating1Teacher group. No differences.::'' le- we re f.oui4" in _the other-O.-oil-13S'. -: 1,_......'Y - fli,...... _ -.-- . ....,,- -f .--" "->
....,...

C-onclusiim, --- -- -- . : - ..----. ,

._,...
..

..... -,-- .... . .
., _ ,

:''''..'"-orn--pa-ilrAgi3,:ait.icipantsit-67.ni-fn-participants across projects,/ it is found that, sixth
,"-,.-1".175:-'14.-1ira'cla'FifistAtIrtiil.?etingTeraciier-g.roup participants indicated a.more positive attitude-

---..-- ''''',vrarc'l prnp16.,verreht.Sli,a4-1-thor:fzYtiic ip anis . On a project-by:project; basis, however,
1"/ Iliartict-Wf ifi ia.,.::114,1*.gy of:Ifift; pr`ojects did not ,indiciatp a, mol'e7.pogrtive attitude

,'. , ..
.,," -. . - / ... - - ,..., / ,( toy.fAict rnp.L.T.Ctit-ftnt fl*n ncsn,-rea-rEicipants. Taking the-i:ithini,,,.anc.f across-project',/ -. c - - t, : ... 'ff.' , ....

,ocermpa4-49-Ons to'Aarliel-;eft_io-coricl.lided that in gene-ra.1, partie.ipants did not have:-,...../".! /.' , s- .', ., .. .- I mom ci4itive7P.ttitirle's "toward mployfrient thg.n non-particip4iit-ti.... .4,,... , . _ _ -. i'''' -' -1. :- ': t/' ", --.4----,;'-',' :--.'...;-,i__-,- .- -.' -,....-..,,,..... r. 'i ; ' ' / , .- e II ..... .' 7 7 ,-,'' ..-"'"' .- ''----' .l 1' "I'' / ...- 1 .'.e
41';` r: .4./" 1 /

; , eV -F
o ; / , ( ,/' .

,.--.A.A., ., ...;/ 1.

II / _.... .,
7----,-- 5 .--- -..,... .r.o.

,. : f / - . /, . i Il , /. vi... v
Yil ' - i r..-,,, y. /, r:: 'rag) -,-,,,,..,_. , / :- -
,., . y c.. g, , t . %,./.. i ; ../ '.,--!,:.,,..,..".-- ...: --_--. ,fr._:-:..-" -.,'i -;;,,'......

, ....

I r'11-'' ..-: 21.;,i'l'' %;' / '12-7.;:". .7'''-is'-- '' -'---
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I

,
Question 6: Is the variety of careers being consider-e4by individual participating

students greater than that of non-participants9

Criterion

Each student was asked to respond to the question: "What are all the different
kinds of, work you might like.to do when you grow up?" This was question #9 of
the student questionnaire. Responses were coded to reflect the

,-.Frmber of different two-digit DOT' job codes included in each student's response.
The categories used for analysis were 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 Or more different two-
digit DOT codes. Results were analyzed using the chi-square test.

Results 4

Participants indicated fa greater variety of careers than non-participants in four
projects at the sixth grade level, cneproject at the ninth grade level, and one project
each for the Pafticipating Teacher group and Woxk Experience group. As shown in
Table 24, when comparisons were made across all projects, no difference between
participants and non- participants were found except in the Counseling group where)
participating students cited a smaller variety of career choices than the 'non-
participants. This suggests that one of the effects of counseling for thi§ group
may be to narrow the career choices of the participants. Overall, less than 50%
of each group cited more than two different DOT codes.

Conclusion

It must be concluded that participants are not considering a greater variety of
careers than are non-participants.

Question 7: Do studthit, participants indicate more positive attitudes toward
guidance and counseling than 'non-participants

criteria

All 9th and 12th grade students were asked whether they would like to meet with
their counselor more often (Stu'dent Question # 48). In addition, those
who indicated that a counselor had ealked to,them individually about their future
Work were asked if this had been helpful ee*".them (Student Question #43a), and
those who indicated that a counsel* had talked to them individually about how to
prepare for their future were asked if this had been helpful to them (Student Ques-
tion #44a). Twelfth grade students were asked ree additional specific questions
in the same vein, dealing with helpfulness of a nselor having talked to them
about getting a job, applying to college, or getting vocational or technical training

'(Student Question #50,. All of the items callfor'No/Yes responses. Comparisons
Were made between participants and non- participants lxst,means of chi-square, using,
the 5% level of confidence for rejecting the null'hypothesis of no difference%

Results

The results for all six varia. bl es_are shown in Table 25, No significant differences
were founciacrms all projects between participants and none-participants on any of
the variables. Within the 12th grade groups, l'etween 49% and 61% of the partici-
pants indicated that they want more freqUent contact with counselors; between 71%
and 83% of the participants and non-participants said that it had been helpful to
talk to their counselors about the future; between 84% and 94% said it had been
helpful to.talk to their couns#,i6Xs..about preparing for future work; between 74%
and 87% said it had been hel#ful to talkto their counselors about getting a job;

*Dictionary of Occupational Titles. j
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between 69% and 89% said it had been helpful to talk to their counselors about
applying to college; and between 72% and 83% said it had been helpful to talk to
counselors about vocational or technical training.

On a,,project-by-project basis, very few significant differences were found between
. participants and non-participants.

Conclusion

Both participants and6non-participants held very favorablNattitudes toward guidance
and counseling and indicated they would like more frequent contact with counselors.
No differences in attitudes were found between participant's and non-participants.

Question 8: Do more student participants indicate having a career plan than
non-participants?

Criteria

At all three grade Levels, students were asked to choose one of nine alternatives
describing the plari) they have after high school (Question #4 in the Student
Questionnaire); the7responses to this question were then analyzed in terms of the

_"don't know" optiokirs. all other options to identify those who did and did not have
a career plan. In addition, students at the 9th and 12tt grade were asked directly
whether they have a plan for preparing for the work they want tolflo in the future
(see Question #49 in Student Questionnaire); this was a No/Yes response option.
Results were analy'ied using the chi-square test.

Results

Within each student,group across all projects, small and very similar percentages
of participants and,non-participants chose the "don't know" option. The percentages
were 15% and 12% r.espectively, at the 6th grade; 1(Y0 and 10% at the 9th grade; and

..

between 4% and 9%for the various 12th grade student groups.
, ..e

The results for the direct question "Do you have a plan...," shown in Table 26,
indicated a signif4nt difference between participants and non-participant's only for
the Participating Fetcher group. In that group, 66% of the participants responded
affirmatively, whit' 60% of the non-participants responded that way. No

ykr.,-differences between the participants and non-participants were found-in any of the
At .other*groups. In genera4 between 56% and 66% of all the 9th and 12th grade

students indicatedktte"hat they had a career plan.
..../p

As expected, give he small number.e- of students in each group who choie the "don't
know" option, anesis of the first criterion on a within-project basis did not
produce meaningf "i results. On the other indicator, significantly more participants
said they had a plv,than non-participants in only two projects for the 9th grade
groups and in onl,e project in the Skill Training (12th grade) group. No other
differences were fa': nd.

.4.

Conclusion ).
...".-

.

The findings indicate that well over half the students indicated that they had a plan.
While a significaneifference between participants and non-participants in the 12th
grade Participatinigeacher group was found on an across7projeCt basis, analysis
of results on an in vidual, project basis produced no significant differences. In
general, then, it i concluded that there was little difference between the propor-
tions of Participani s and non-participantswho indicated having a career plan.;

' .. /
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Question 9. Do more student participants include further training or education
as a portion of their career plan than non - participants'

Criterion

Students in the 9th and 12th grades who indicated that they, had a career plan were
asked to describe their'plan on blank lines in the stladent questionnail-e (see Student
Question #49a). Each response was coded by a DA staff Member to reflect whether
it included further training or ecItic4tio-n.

Re sults

A very small perceritage of the plans of both the participating and the n participating
students failed to include further training or education. The percentage f stu-

- s dents indicating that their plan did include further training ranged from approximately
95u'o of both the participants and non - participants in the 12th grade Participating
Teacher group to approximately 880 of the participants and non-participants in the
12th grade Work Experience group. Approximately 92(r0 of both groups (i.e., par-
ticipants and non-participants) of ninth graders indicated that they planned to
receive some training after high school.

There was no meaningful difference between participants and non-participants for
the 9th and 12th grade student, groups within any project. In only one group in one
project did the combined total of participants and non-participants who said they
did not plan further training or education equal as many as 20 students and in that
case the responses were approximately evenly divided between the two group

Conclusion

There is no difference between participants and non-participants with regard to
this question. In general, the great majority of students, lrrespective'of project
participation, indicated that their plan for preparing for work they "want to do in
the future" dds include further training or education.

Question 10: Do more student participants cite their career preference as their
expected career than non-participants')

Criteria

In addition to being asked to cite the different kinds of work you might like to do... "
(Student Question #9), 12th grade students were also a§ked what'kihd of work they
think they will be doing "10 years from now" and "20 years from now" (Student
Question #41e, d). The response to the career preference question and to the
expected work questions were compared for each student bX DA coders, who noted
whether any DOT two-digit code in the former questionwas.the same as any DOT
two-digit code in the latter questions. Pfe difference between the participants
and the non-participant groups in the extent to which career preference was the
same as career expectation was then tested by means of the chi-square technique.

Results

As shown in Table 27, on an across-project basis no significant differences were
found between participants and non-participants in the percentage of cases where
students' choice of career preference'equals career expectationin the Participating
Teacher or the Work Experience groups. Significant differences were found, how-.
ever, in the Counseling and Skill Training groups. In both these groups, the partici-
pants had a greater percent of agreement between career preferenje and career
expectation. '
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In addition to Lomparisons between the responses of participating and non-partic,ipating
students on this criterion, the extent of the relationship between career choice and
expectation whin each of the participant and non-participant groups is of interest.
Similar career choices and career expectations were stated by 62% of tbe partici-
pants in the Counseling group. Agreement varied between 45% and 55To in each of
the other 12th-grade groups fOr both participants arid non-participants.

When the results were examined on a within-project basis, significant differences
between participants and non-participants in the extent of agreement between
Eareer lireference and career choice were found in only three out of 14 projects (21%)
in the Skill Training group and'tWo of 23 projects (9%) in the Participating Teacher
groups.

Conclusion

In general the findings suggest that there is little relation bet been pro ram partici:
pation and the inclusion cif students' expected careers among -those they "might like
to do. The possible exceptions to this conclusion when vied on an across-project
basis are participants enrolled in Job Entry Skill Training and Counseling graiTs..
In general, a large prpportior4 of the seniors surveyed, regardless of psarticipaiit
status or sampling grk3up,' did not include theif-expected,caree r among the list.of
what they ''might like to do."

T \RLE 27
co:no.,.$0.2.t.,,,::: PartacylltS (P) 114: Non-' a-t:cip,rnm (:.P) ay Student Croup, Acro>..11 Prop.cts. for (11. 10:
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Question ll Do more student participants cite vocational education as tileir future

lr

It

..

Discussion

carer than the comparison grouPP

The responses of each 12th grade student to the qupstion of the kind of work they
think they will be doing in the future (Student Question #4c, d) were coded t9 indicate
whether a job associa,ted with the field of vocational educ4tion was cited. It was
found that, on a national basis, only 12 participants.and 5 non-participants cited ;1

some form of vocational education as their future career. These frequencies were
too small to warrant further discussion.

Question 12: Do students evidence behavioral gains asva result of participating in
Part D project activities?

Criteria

Initially, it was hoped that direct comparisons,betWeen participating and non-
participating students would be possible.. HoweNier, proceduys for these
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comparisons could no' be developed, and as a re ult i was decided to obtain an
indication of the'effect of project activities through a series of questions asked of
participating teachers. Specifically, teachers were asked fOr their opinion of the
effect of "the inclusicin of career education activities" with respect to tardiness,
absenteeism, discipline problems, and general interest in schdol. For example,
each teacher was asiced,whether career education activities increased and decreased

'tardiness:

The responses were analyzed in terms of the proportion of teachers in each project
who said there was an increase and decrease in eachof the four behaviors. In
addition, the responSes of all teachers over all projects ''ere analyzed to deterMine
whether there wasa difference between teachers who primarily taught students at

,'the elementary grades (1 -6), .rniddle,sChool grades (7 -9), and senior high school
'grades (10-12). To assess the differences between teachers at the three grade
levels, the following hypothesis was investigated:

Hoi: The proportion of "yes" responses by teachers in the elementary,
middle, axed senior high school grade levers is the same. The chi-
square test was employed with =

Results

Table 18 sho`ws the percentages of teachers at the three grade levels that indicated
that there was a behdkor change on the palk of students as a result of "the inclu-
sion of career education activities."

' TABLE 28 ..
Percentage of Teachers who Indicated that Career Education Activities Resulted in Certain Changes in Student Behavior

Behavioral Changes .
Elementary

School Teachers
Middle

School Teachers
Senior High

school Teachers
'44 5.7%

-.. 26.9%

8.6%.
31.6%

7.5%
36.6%

70.0%-
. 4.6%

Increased Tardiness
Decreased Tardine4. .

Increased Absences
Decreased Absences

Increased Discipline Problems
Decreased Discipline Problems

Increaseclinterett in School
Decreased Interest in School

-,

i

-

.

'

0.8%`
12.5% \
1.0%

19.9%

. 3.0%

...
33.3%

70.1%.
2.2% '

2.2%
21.0%

. 3.7%
22.994

7.2%
3S,QG

70,1%
3.4%

..".1.-

141'

a) Tardiness: The results' showed that'O. FM, 2.2%, and.7% of elementary,.
middle, and senior high school teachers, respectively, said that career
education activities resulted in an'i crease in tardiness. On the qther hand,
12.5%, 21.0%, and 26. 9% of bleme tavr,. middle, and senior high school
teachers, respectively, said that c reer education resulted in a decrease in
tardiness. 'Differences at the.... 05 evel of significance were found among the
three rade l'e'vels in both variable . In 48 of the 49 projects surveyed, at
least one teacher said that the incl sion of career educatibrVaFtivities decreased
tardines,s; irf three projects, ovef 50% of the teachers indicated that career
edficat'ion decreased tardinsss. The number of teachers who indicated that
career education incre'ase4 tardiness was, in eacli prOject, always less than

teachers.20%of the responding teachers.
,

b) Absences: R s.showed that 1..0%, 3..,7 %, and 8.6% of elementary,
middle,. and senior high school teachers, respectively, said that career educa-
tion activities resulted in an increase in student absences. On the other hand,
19.9%, 22.9%,:iand 31.6% of elementary, middle, 'and senior high school
teachers, respectively, said that career education resulted in decreased
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absences. Differences at the .05 level of significance were found among the
three grade levels in both variables. In all 49 projec..s that were surveyed, at
least one teacher indicated that 'the inclusion of carer education activities
resulted in decreased absences; in five projects, over 50% pf the teachers
said that career education decreased absences.' The number of teacherg who
indicated that career education increased absences was, in each project, 'if' ..., ,..
always less than 20% of the responding teachers. t ` r

"- '

c) Digcipline: Results showed that 3.9%, 7.2%; a,nd7.5% of elementary, .1/,;

middle, and senior high school teachers, respectively, saal that career ''....-f

"N education activities resulted in increased discipline problems. The differences
among the grade levels are significant at the .05 level. On the other_hana, .,:
33.3%, 39.1%, and 36.6% of elementary, middle senior high school ,

.:` .

teachers, respectively, said that career education resulted in decreased ' ,
.,t

s'

discipline problems. No significant differe.nces were detected across grade . .f'
II ,

leNrels on this variable. 'In all 49 projects that were surveyed, at least one ... v
teacher indicated that the inclusion of career education decreased discipline
problems; in nine projects, moregthan 50% of the teacher s.surveyed said '1'
that career education decreasethdiscipline problems., The number of
teachers who indicated that career education increased discipline ,pro6iems
was, in all projects except one, always less than 20% of the responding
teachers.

, -,'', _ N

d) Interest in School: Results showed that 70.1%, 7P.:1-%, and t70,.0% of
elementary, middle, and senior high school teachers, respectively, said

. that career education aqivitiesin'creased,stud&rit intereSt'in, school. On
the other hand,'2.2%, 3.4%, and 4.6% of elernntary, middle, and senior
high school teachers,- respectively, saiditliat career education decreased
interest in school. No significant differences aMong the grade levels were
found on either variable. In all but one of the.49 projeCt,'Ihat were surveyed,
50% or mord of the teachers indicated that interest in school increased. In

.,'only 53% of the projects did any teachers indicate that career education, /
-*A activities decreased student interest and in;a0 of these 26 projects this v w

was reported by only one teacher. -' i ,
/,, t

,

. . , - /11:
Conclusions

.
., .., ,/4,:/5 /54

li
L 4 ' 6,...4

Overall, the four sets of responses suggest t,hat,th inclusion of career educationi/ / , / v
actiiitiea, in the opinion of teachers, -led,f0Ward,fnceased interest in school ,$, ': -

,.,, v, ,J
to a lesser extent, decreased discipline iiroblorns, absences, and tardinesa.'t/ r

.
' Question 13: Are a greater number of students whO have graddated from said(ol and '

who participated in the Park D'Froj.ect employed full -time or "4 f lig a g e7 d '
in further training than 'stj4lents who klidnot.partidipate? .t. / ,., ..,

,,
f, , ' VI'

f- if/ .? / I 'Criteria , , , . i; . 1 ' /
', c ( , , I 7'

Time and resource constraints did notiferrrift a/study design providing fdrihe
actual follow-up of graduates. Rathei-c yheisdesign relied on informatiOnWhich 5.

was to be obtained from schOol recotcls-;..., pecifically, infgrIlationtWas soughtp
with regard to the work- status d'uring tKs,yst year after giaduation of students
who graduated from school the year 01orilto the initiationrgthe Part D 'project,
and of students who graduated at the eildio;f:the 1972-73 schecil year. Comparis*s
were to be made of changes which occd?,re,y over time for participating 9n.:1 nor.. "
participating students. . ,s- "

..'. pi..h"- '''' / I rI
t . 11

I ' i
I. eh

- 90



4'74,', . .//,'-' ....,...
. /;-.... o,.., .,,,,,,..._,,s /.., ,,,........f-- r, /

,...,1,, ,,,...i, I.- . ;.,.?":,:.%," (. -. ',... ,, . ,.- :, ,,, -.- ,, ,,c,,,..1 .%--. . ,

. , , ! . ,

x),..--.).`,',, ; ..."-,:;-/,\?(- i .-J1.7. ,.
t - .....::: ;r.",,,t ,.

'`,/"'r ', N , ,...,

- -'' 4 s. .'s,/':.4'"; ' ; .-

' )07..

," -

, r,

-
*. :`,

ft
r,1. i I ./ .

el p,.,;(
::.,1.-**'-'lit;'.." II.

e.,.'/ or' i f f5

..'' .'£''.-'7;'".!';'-A-. 4"2/'ee'...\:' '-:S",' .t 'f ) ''' .-:-i.i.'. e.. ;1,.. I -; -e ' /::: ; : i7r1. ; ': *. : ' ' ; i

, ....";\
Vit,,',P.411:1:iPvitcl-itlyne ,!:11?!. gi'V-A9f,=,p.kteri'telat,,,activiti,e s 4n Chaptor Ill., plac:errlent i.,

''fi'd'ilifbd-ua,teloll6W-utp,info'riritlAzi nO't ayallabi.e.,)k tven in thoSe '. typically was
'\ ',-,' 'er 4. N ". -./ 1 7- i, .4" informationh.., ' AA/ " .L. "" ' ' .444 ,,.in,ther Some related was obtained, ,ambigutfy

"s' precludeirrtie:a.-fliniful 'analysis. As a e's'illi no uteitii,i
.

e

'1)

r
; -;'1 '", '.:

,!" ../, s;
; ..'-%.. , . 5','

4

+c

I '''''

A,

fornoatio'n ',, ; (withr.r,1,710 t ci,tbls question v9,s
- r

`'/ ; ..4 7"' t
' . , j , ,

' ' ; .Condllisio*..:.

'Is

.r;

- , , , , ,,)
,

T1e lac fl,,,f information -4,x3th. reg to,d to:this: question 'is Con s1-4.44red fl.it-x-ipb-tftant A; ti
finding% as Pelt 13.aind?FKkile.i:_;fferits
on graduate,g, ficliao(ut,i:e1,1§.131e.placerrient r'eciprdg tiarovision for .

extensive it'udene-folj.9'w4PIT,Ote'dn",r es; : 7 fr; ' -

_r ./
j

./. ..;?61 a' Ctrfa.)3111onR:
. .

The findings With:res,pect t9 the, out,§iirre,cttitst#ops which were addressed in this .

chapter present a Mixed picture Of prograin,,impact,: When comparisons Were made -
across all projects, .participants were tofind to score signifieantly'higher'than nory--
participants on some outcome questiOS while scoring t1te same .or, loNver pn others. .

On a within-project basis, differences were found favorable to. some projects,- but
not the majority, 'on moat oufcoMe... questions; in many cases;. either no differences
were found or non-participants were found to score better. These mixed findings
are further complicated by results which were not consigtent over three grade
levels nor over thy four 12th grade groups.

, .
-

Table 29' su.mmarize's the results with respect to the outdoxrie, questions, across
. . _

all picyjects, by student group. , Five of'the thirteen. outcome queStions have been
omitted from the summary. Question 13 was omitted because insufficient data were
available for analysis. Question 11 -was omitted because there was insufficient .
variability in the responses of Participants and non - participants to permit analysis;
i.-p., over 95°71 of both groupg responded in the negative. Questions 7 and 9 were,
9i-flitted from the summary because large proportions of loth participants and non-

/ /participants obtained maximum scores, precluding the: possibility of significant .- r i 2differences between the groups. Finally, Question12, was emitted since teacher
"responses were used to answer the question and no cost with non-participants

were possible. Using the remaining outcome questions, the following results were
,

obtained for each cif ater'Saihpling.grpups.: ,

. -

. , . , .
.tpfht'Prade: Paitf,415ants scored more favorably than non - participants on ,

outcome' ./
`440',1' tr quti,ons; . f

'..* 1 r

/

9th,Gratte: Participiet0 scored
' 2 of-7, outcome

' I tr,

kmore favorably than pon-participants on/
e ., ,

,' 1/ %.., .,/, ..7'Partiipktbet,g. Teacher Gr6bi:p (12th Grade): Participants scored more ., , ,),leavOrably than,'rn-partl'cipalits on 4 of 8 outcome que.itions;,
, 1 r

Counseling Grcinp,(12th Grade): 'Ittartieipants. scored*or.e. favorably than
non-participants' 34.8. outcome ,que'd,tionsi/ ,' , ., - \ . ,

, '.\ s'' ,
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ft-le:Outcome one/at/ens:relate-JO' the national objectives of the Part R13-kograrpliand,,.

as l'Avas deterrniii4-at the .otitset of the study, positive responses to these qu.`-sfibil7t i
serve as indicators that, ,Ort a student level, the program has. succeeded in building

'the bridge- between schodl and the world of -work that is reqUired by the Part., /
legislation'. '''The results given in this..

.t

Chaptefr and summarized above seem to . ;
indicate that he:sed on the analy6analyses of all projects taken together, the program/ .

, _.

has succeeded in certain areas and has hot achieved its student outcome objeotiresi,
in others,

[5 r -... .
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. - .. .
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I
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.
s of the eiftcorne questions n an individual project basis are summarizedeiiiltdblew 30 -'35. 'These tables sho , 'for each sampling group, the number of

pplects by the number-et outcome uestions on which.p4.gticipants scored signifi-
cantly better than non: -prtici,gants. Four of"the 13,outcbme questions have,been
eiirriited from these analySc.-; TlieS'e-,questions are 9,',11, 12, and 13. Question
'7, which 'had been eliminated from theio_vvnllsurrinlary, -h4,been inclu.ded,in the

T. ., project -by` project analysis 6c-01-1:5-d11-1.a grurnife.,,of projects thescor'ses
were sufficiently below the maximum to war...is:it s_13e.t_weep par -
ticipants and non-participants. -

% ,- --
The results from the project-by-project,analysis were less li-VOitable.,thaz _those
from the acr.oSs-:project analysis. As indicted -in the table; rela.

'small number of prlieFts,pr.oduted the favorable findin-gs- in each of the groups. In
no, case did more than; 3W", of the n-rojec_ts procluee toi.o or me re favorable -outcomes.

'.4; A-13L'.E 30
Number of projects by number of questions on which participants scored significantly higheithan non-participants.

6th Grade Group*

Number of Questions
Number of Project;
Percent of Projects.

6 1

0
0

5

1

2

4

3

3

6

13

2

7

15

12_-

27-

o
16"'

36

Total
.45

100

TABLE 31
Number of project by numberof questions on which participants scored siduficantly higher than non-participants

9th Grade Group .-

Number of Questions:
7 or '

mdre
- 5 4 3 2 1 0 Total

Number of Projects
Percent of Project

0
: 0

1

2

2

, 5

3

7

4
10

6

14

11

26
15
36

42
100

....

..=, TABLE 32
Number of projects by mlinber of questions on which participant scored significantly higher than non - participants

- 12th Grade Work Experience Group.
.-

Number of Questions: . f-7.-%

--.-
mom 3 2 1 0

.

Total
Number of Projects ,

Percent of Projects '
0

0
3

16
3

16
2

10
11

58
19

100

TABLE 33 .
Number of project by number of questions on which participant scored significantly

.12th Grade Skill Training Group

2 or
more

higher than

1

non-participants

0 Total,, Number of Questions:.
Number of Projects
Percent of Projects

0 5

1136

9

64

14

100 .:,' ,

..,'I TA.BILE C.34
Number of projects by number

1
of questions on which paiiiciPants scored significantly higher than non-participant

12th Grade Participating-Teacher Group

Number of Questions: 7 or
more

6 , 5 4 3 2 1 Total
Number of Projects/ 0 k 1 0 2 1 . 41,

1 8 10 23
,Percent of Protects 0 4 0 9 t.. 4 4 ' 35 43 100

i , TABLE 35 ,1 .
t Number of projects by number of question; on which participant scored significantly higher than non-participants, .

( \
r. ;I.', . 12th Grade Ccrunselor Group

r if
Number of Questions: 2 \or

more
1 0 TotTI,

Number of Projects
Percent of Projects

6 1

25
3

75 ROL I
Only six of the nine outcome questions included in this analysis are applicable at-the s

- 93 -i 14'

th grade level.
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The Part D program seems to have made itegreatest impact on the 6th, 9th, and
12th grade Participating Teacher groups. This suggests that both within projects
and overall the greatest impact occurred, through the infusion of career education
concepts into the classroom by participating teachers.

With respect too of the 'outcome questions not inclvded on the perading tables
(i. e., "improved":student behaviors, and placement after'g'raduation),' the over-
all findings again are not completely clear. As indicated, placement data simply
was not available aild therefore no assessment of project impact could be made.
Generally, the resPonse4 of participating teachers indicated they judged that the
inclusion of career education'activities increased student interest in school axle,
to a lesser extent, decreased discipline problems, absence, and tardiness.

.
e.'

Given the discussion in earlier chapters with respect to tie activities .specified in
the Part D legislatiini and 1.180E policy paper which projects audressed, the budget
to, expenditure patterns which were followed, and the indications regarding pro-
gram management,. these mixed student outcome results weyeto some extent to be
'expected.

In the chapter Which follows we will investigate selected factors which may explain
the variable naureiof the outcomes which' occurred.

o

,f!1 r
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CHAPTER IX: DISCUSSION AND DITERPRETATION OF STUDENT OUTCOMES

Introduction

As reported in the preceding chapler, investigation of the indicabors of the student
level outcomesproduced mixed rhults. While all the fed.erally expected outcorrs
did not occur as planned, there were several areas of student performance at each
grade level where figiRy did occur.tFu.rther, the findings' in ate that on a project
by project basiS the planned outcomes occurred with s 'e uniformity in a small
number cif projects, on a .highly vyiable basis in man projecti, and in some
projects rarely, if at all.

As indicated in Chaptei III, the study.design ovided for the collection of'data
pertaining to a set of research questions w chwere expected to be related to the
studenf level results of the,program. Giv n that the basic purpose of the study is
not only to report the results of the first years of the Part D program but also to
provide information which may be of use in planning f9 the future, the focus of
the discussion in this chapter is on isolating those factors which may beet explain
significant outcomes; that is, particular attention throughout will be given to
searching for those factors which significantly contributed to the projects and
program coMpone tetarohcing the most favorable student outcomes.

The findingS below are divided into two major categories. In the first, findings
and analysis with respect to the research questions identified prior to the data
collection efforts are presented. 2, The second section provides a-discussion of
possible relationships between program and project processes which we-re ,budgild
potentially important on the basis of the findings reported in earlier chapters and
other information obtained during,the visits to fifty Part D projects.

B. Findings for,Tieatment Research Questions
,

Thisvfirst .category of possible explanations for the student outcomes addresses
the sit of research questions agreed upon by the study team and USOE,in the course
of de:eloping the study design. The data upon which the answers to these questions
are based were obtained from the randomly selecte ample of participating and
non-participating students, and the random sample eachers and counselors.
For clarity of presentation, the first three of the original set of six questions
presented in Chapter III will be grouped and treated as essentially one question
with several'indicators.

1. RESEARCH QUESTION ONE -,; Are student participants exposed to more career'
familiarization curriculum activities than non-participants?

A Primary objective of the Part D program at the project'level was to stimulate
teachers to increase the extent to which their students were exposed to career
related concepts and inforrAtion. It was pr sun-led that this basic objective

4 would be achieved by altering the' classroom urriculum such that teachers
would discuss careers and specific jobs in c ss, would take students on field
trips ere they would see people employed n the areas they were studying,
and,would bring guest speakt'L-s.into the clasp oom to speak about their jobs arKl.
the relationshipsof their wgrk to the things h students were learning lin class."'
While it was'found that in s e cases, special asses or designated segments
of a class were devoted to s dying a varietf Obs per se the typical approach

. ,was to integrate the study of occupations in on-going activites.
'

To determine whether or not students partrpipating in the Part D projects were
exposed to more career farwliarization cuilriculu activities than non-yartici-
pating students, data with pect to several triter a were collected and

6 -95Jar
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analyze It. 'eSponses of pa rticipants arid non-participants were analyzed
both on project by project basis andra'cross all projects. In terms of
these indicators, participating student's were judged to have been exposed
to more familiarization activities when the chi-square test to determine
the significance of differences between two groups was significant at the
5% le el. In addition, the data were reviewed to determine if the
expec led relationship between career familiarization activities and the
resul found for student outcome questions pertaining to occupational
familiarization, job readiness, and attitudes toward work actually
occurred. The findings for the criteria are presented separately below.

Cri erion la. All students were 'asked how,often their teacher talks Pab ut
diff rent kinds of jobs." Three response options were provided:
"H idly ever, "Sometimes" and "Very Often." This was question.#6 of
the istudent questionnaire,

1/Results

Thle findings with regard to this criterion for each of the six student grovps
are shown in Table 36. The differences between participants and non-partici-
pants were significant beyond the 1% confidence level for all groups except
the counseling group of 12th graders, who, by definition, had no participating
teachers. It, is of interest to 'note that 75% or more of the participating
students in every group except counseling indicated that their teachers talked
about jobs at least sometimes'.

A summary of the distribution of the findings on a within - projects basis is
presented in Table 37. The results in twenty-five projects indicated that
participating students received greater exposurethn non-participants in at
least one of the student groups.

Criterion lb. All students were asked if they had "gone on field trips this
year to see people working," Response options were: "No," "Once or Twice,"
and "More than Twice." Phis' was question #8 -of the student questionnaire.

Results

The findings for each group of students are -shown in Table 36. Agaln, there '
was a significant difference between the participants d the non-participants
(beyond the 1% level) for every group but the 12th gr counseling group,
with participants reporting more frequent field trips. It' is of interest to note
that 55% or more of the participants in each ihroup indicated that they had not
gone on a single field trip to see people worgitg.

A summary of the individual project data is shown in Table 38. The results
in twenty-seven of the projects indicated that participants engaged in field
trip activities more frequentlitharidid tion-participants in at least one of the
student groups.

Criterion lc . All studentswere asked whether visitors had come to their class
"this fear" to talk about their work. The response options were: No, Once or
Twice, and More than Twice. (Question #7, Student Questionnaire)

Results

The findings, shown in Table 36, indicate that there was a significant difference
between the paiticipants and non-participants in three of the six groups: 9th
graders, the 12th grade Work Experience group, and the 12th grade,Participating
Teacher group, At least 44% of each participating group reported that no
visitors had come to their class during the year to talk about their work.

-.96 -
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A summary Of the individual project data is shown in Table 39. The resultq
in twenty-four projects indicatedmore exposure t15 visitors foi,paiticipants
than for non - participants in at least one of the student groups. a

TABLE 37

' SUMMARY OF WITHIN PROJECT FINDINGS
FOR TREATMENT QUESTION:

"How often does your teacher talk about different kinds of jobs ?"
Student Group

Reporting Category
6th

dride
9th

Grade

12th Grade Students
Work

- V. nee
Skill'

Tr ...

Participating
Teacher

.
Number of projects with greater exposure for participants 10 9 t. 7 5 , 5
Projects without greater exposure for participants 35 33 12 9 18

Total Projects ., * . 45 4/ 1,9 14 23,

% with greater exposure for participants 22% 21% 37% 36% 22%

TABLE 38

SUMMARY OF WITHIN- PROJECT FINDINGS
FOR TREATMENT QUESTION:

"Have yai gone on field trips this year to see eople working?'7?

0

> ,

4 a

Student Group .
Reporting Category

. ,

6th
Grade

9th
Grade

12,11 Grade Students
Work

rience
Skill

Trairti :

'Participating
Teacher

Number of projects with greater exposure for participants 17' 7 8 '2 -7.

Projects without greater exposure for participants 28 35 11 12 16

Total Projects .. 45 42 19 14 23

% with greater exposure for participants 38% 17% 42% 14%' . 3096." .

'TABLE 39

SUMMARY OF WITHIN PROJEC? FINDINGS
FOR TREATMENT QUESTION:'

"Have visitors come'to your class this year to talk about their work?"

, Student Group

Re n Cate 0
6th

Grade
9th

Grade

12th Grade Students
Work

fence
Skill

Training_
Participating

Teacher

Number of po)ects with greater exposure for participants
Projects without greater exposure for participants

Total Projects,
% with grear,,r exposure for participants

1$ ,
.0

45
.

33%

12
0

42

2996

2 8

IS

19

21%

14

14%

t
. 23

35%

98

1:1

,0

.5,



Summary of Results

If all three of the indicators of career familiarization curriculum activities
are considered together; seven piojects failed to shown any significant
relation between treatment and participation and ten projects
had a significant relationship tor each of the three indicators in at least
one of the student groups.

Relationship to student outcomes , -

In order to determine whether the obtained results on student outcbmes
could be related, t least partially, to the three treatment indicators per-
tainihg to career fam rization curriculum activities, the lists of projects
in which there were significant outcome findings were compared with the
lists of projects in which there were significant treatment criteria findings.
The greater the number of projects which are on both lists, the9greater the
relation between treatment and outcome. This analysis was carried out for
each of the three treatment indicators and each of the eight outcome measures
associated with outcome questions 1, 2,!,4, and42. .The results are shown
in Table 40, in terms of: a) the number of'projects that had agreensents.on
outcomes a'n'21 the treatment indicators; b') the number of such agreements
that would be expected by chance (based on the total number of projects with
significant relationships for outcomes and the total number, with significant
relationships for treatment indicators), and c) the maximum number or
agreements possible', given the number of significant relationships found.
Inspection of the table indicates that relati4ships beyond chance were not
found between treatment and combined outicomes either by'''student group
or over all groups. Although they are n4 shown in the table, the results
are essentially the same for each of the eight outcomes taken separately.

The general conclusion regarding career ,fa tarization curriculum activities
is that participants tend to be exposed to (hem ore th4inn non-participants,
but that this differential does not account

(hem
outcome findings.

TABLE 40
Number of POject Agreements Betcyeen Having Significant Findings on Outcomes

and Significant Findings Treatment Indicators

Treatment

Student Groups
'--, .,

6th
Grade'

9th
Grade

12th Grade Students
TotalsWork

Experience
Skill

Training
Participating

Teacher
Treatment Indicator la

Number of agreements
, `cti, .

24* 16 7 0 3 50
Chance expectations 17 12 7 2 8 46
Maximum possible 68 59 21 7 2S 180

Treatment Indicator ip
Numberfef agreements 31 10 9 2 7 S9
Chtnce Expectations ' 30 12 9 2 9 62
Maximum possible 77 Si 21 S 29 183

Treatment Indicator lc
Numl;er of agreements 26 ' 19 2 4 7 58
chance expectations 2S 19 3 2 10 59,
Maximum possible ' '

o

77 67 20 S 31 200

Combined Indicators , t
Number of agreements ' 81 4S 18 6 . 17 167 '
Chance expectations 72 43 19 6 27 167
Maximum possible 222 177 62 17 8S . S63

- ,99
20
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2. RESEARCH QUESTION TWO. Are more participating students assisted by
school personnel in-Securing jobs than non-participants9

Criterion. In addition to comprying with the mandate that projects Attempt
to place all students in employment or further training after completion of
their schooling, it was anticipated that many projects would provide assistance
to students in finding employment during the school year and during summer
vacations.. As indicated in the Previous chapter and in the discussion of
project activities (Chapter VI), neither school nor project records permitted
an adequate investigation' of placement efforts. y,

Tie only available data in this area was Questionnaire Item 39 which
asked all 9thand 12th grade 'students whether the\school has "ever helped
you get a Jot'?" The responses to the question prOvirle some indication
of the extent to which participating and non-paAikipating students
differed with respect to the amount of assistance they 'received.

, Since it was assummed at the start of the study that this difference,
,.1f it existed, might provide a partial explanation for the.dif,ferences
between participants and non-participants with respect to the outcome
questions pertaining to job readiness and attitudes toward work, the
responses of participating and non-participating students at the 9th and
12th grade were tested for differences using the chi-square test.

Results and Conclusions
-

The findings across all projects are presentedin Table 41. As indicated, a
significantly great r proportion of participating students in the 12th grade
Skill Training Gro and Participating:I'eacher Group indicated that the school
had helped them get a job.

On a-proXct b project basis there was little difference between participants
and non-participants with respect to this item. Specifically, there was a

,significant difference between participants and non-participants in two
projects at the ninth grade level. At the 12th grade level, significant
differences were obtained in three, two and one projects in the :'
Work Experience, Participating Teacher and Counseling groups, .

respectively. These differences were all found in 'different projects.
While little difference was noted between the assistance provided participants
and non-participants on a project by project basis,, the differences that were
obtained across all projects are Tof note. With respect to the Skill Training
group, the data suggest that in addition to providing training the schools
also offered more'assistance in securing employment to this group than
other student groups. Whilethe students in the Participating Teacher
group were not provided specific training in job entry skills throtig the
project, these students also appear to have been provided more asst ante
in securing employment than non-participating students. While there was '
a significant difference found in these two groups between participants and
non-participants, most students nevertheless responded negatively to the
question. This finding, together with the responses for the Ilther'groups
leads to the conclusion that relatively few students in any4ip received
assistance in securing a job. ,..

The results suggest that while the overall program may have had,some
success in stimulating teachers and counselors to be of more assistance
in helping students find employment, the impact has been marginal in
each specific project setting. Although it could be concluded that project
impact has been so pervasive throughout the school, thereby eliminating
differences between participants and non - participants, the fact that the

-.160-
k; i
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project differences that have been found included instances where control
group students were selected From both within and outside of the project
school system tpnds to s4,1Art the inte_p. retation of marginal impact.

As might be expected fforn'the relatively small proportiogof students who
indicated they werecgrovided assistance in securing a job; andethat
variable,'s general lack of relationship with participation, nosmeaningful
relationship to studerit outcome question responses was found.

.
3. RESEARCH QUESTION THREE. Do participating students receive mote#-°occhpational guidance and counseling durin a school year than non- P

participants? .

Criteria. The Student Questionnaire forfge 9tand 12th grades 'contained
five items pertaining to this question, and tie Questionraire for. the 12th'
grade contained six additional items. These items are shown in the data tables.
Comparisons were made between °participating and non-participating .student,s;-
with respect to each of the items, both across all projects and within projects.
These comparisons were evaluated by means of the chi-squate test.- In the
sections which follows, -=-the findings for all of the criteria will be presented
first in terms of the across-project data, followed by the withinrproject
data.

Results Across Projects

a) Items #43 and #44. The results for these two questigns, as shown
in Table 42, indicate no relation.between these indicators and participation,++y
except with regard to the counselors talking to individual students about hot -
to prepare for their future at the 9th grade level, It should be noted that /
despite the significant relation with participation, only 33% of the 9th grade
participants indAted that they had received this treatment (compared to
28% of the non-par

"ticipants)..

Approximately lialkof the 12th graders
responded affir ely. ;

b) Items #45 and #46. As shown in Table 43, -forAree of the five groups .
there wad a significant relation between participation and affirmative

--a #

--- responses to talking with a teacher individually about the student's future
work and how to prepare for it. For each of the indicators, more 9th

t.,grade participants, more 12th grade Skill Training participants, and more
of the 12th grade Participating Teacher gr pup responded affirmatively than
the corresponding non - participants. .

r - I .

levelo) Iti6rn #49. Participants at the 9tlurade lvel reported.a greater
4

frequency of meeting with their guidalce counselor than non-participants.
Thd difference however, is not great with 73% of the participants and
68% of the non-participants indicating that they met with their counselor
at least once. The onl other significant relation found was for the Par=
ticipating Teacher gro ere 90% of'the participants and 83% qtbe .

nip/I-participants saw their ounselor at least once during the year, These .i,
results are showA in Table

d) Items #50 a, b, c. The findings indicate that more Skill Training par-
ticipants have talkcd with a coungelor'about getting a job and about getting
vocational or technical training than the nous-participants:. As shown in
Table 44, these were the only two instances of a positive relation between
parkcipation and the treatments. It is'of interest to note that the Skill
Training group reported a small't r freqUency of talking with a counselor
about getting a job than any of the other three participating groups, and a
larger frequency Of talking about getting further trining.
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Items #51 a,b, c. The finding for these items, shown in Table 45,
,indicate that more participants than non-participants in each 12th grade
group except the Counseling group had talked with a teacher individually
about getting a job (between 42% and 61%)snd that more participants.
than non-participants in the Work experience and in the Skill. Traiqing
group had talked with a teacher about getting voqattona:-or techniAl
training (43% and 41%, respectively):2,e?nyy in the Phirticiiiating Teacher
group did lnore participantS lt4;:inon-iiarticipants talk with a teacher
about apply,ing to collegd149u/4.

;Z"

Results Within Projects

The number of projects in which a significant relation was found between
participation and each of the 11 specific treatment items is shown in
Table 46. As indicated, the frequencies are very small; in only one
instance does the numbe,r or projects in which there was a significant
relation exceed 10% of the ;projects: 9th grade participants in 11 of the
42 projects (26%) reported'mpeting with their counselor More frequently
than did noh-participants. 'Iti,viewif the small frequericies obtained,

determine the relation between thede findidgs and,student,

6iit'c-bmes.Was not warranted t :

;

C onclus ion-

by,

The.findings on this research question iudicateithatparticipating students
receive more occupational guidance and counseling than non-participating
students, but only to a small extent, and that on the 12th grade level it
a ears that such treatment Lurnes more frorri teachers than from counselors.

ESEARCH QUESTION FOUR, Do participating teache-rs encourage students
to consider careers in vocational education?

;

Criterion. The Pant D legislation provides that propcts should, among
other efforts, "motivate and provide professional prefparation for potential
teachers of vocational education, " To obtain an inai'cation of the extent
to which this occurred and its relationshipio.the student responses with
regard to vocational education as a career chOice, the participating teachers
in each project were a/Iced: "Do you encourage students to go into voca-
tional or technical- teaqhing Z,:,! (Teacher Questionnaire Item 10)
Response options waril. "rarely or never, ", "sometimes," and "often. "

Results and Conclusion. In Chapter VIII it was reported that, nationwide,
only 12 students cited vocational educationSs their future'career.
However, when teachers were asked whether they encouraged students
to go into vocational teaching, 32% of the participating high school teachers
indicated that they often did so; 48% indicated that they did so "sometimes";
,and 21% responded "rarely or never:" From these results it is apparent
that,, in this 'specific instance,.teache.rs were not ableAO influence their
stud4ts, to any degree. .

C. Other Potential Relationships

In the process of searching for explanations of the vajiations in student /outcomes
acoits student groups and across projects, the full range of information obtained
during the visits to the fifty projects' was analyzed. ,This inClUded inforrnatipnir-
tall:ling to project staffing patterns, organizational structures, stated OlajctiNtes
'and other factors which were discussed in earlier chapters of this report, Patterins
,Which distinguished projects on the basis of the student outcome questions.did not

; rdr-Orge.,as a result of this review and analysis.
`;
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In addition to this analysis, the responses to the questions asked of participating
teachers and counselors and of non-participating teachers were analyzed. The
results of this analysis also did not produce patterns which served to explain tIr

1student outcomes reported in Chapter VIII. It was found, Apr example, that b9th 17

across projects and on a project-by-project basis most counselors did not indicate
they had extensive experience outside the school system which would assist them
in placing students in jobs. While this corresponds logically with the student
responses indicating that they received relatively little assistance from school'
personnel in securing employment, there was no relationship between the projects
in which several of the counselors indicated that they did have such out-of-school
experience and those in which significantly more participating than non-participating
students indicated that they had been assisted by sch6ol personnel or those in
which participants i...licated more favorable attitudes toward work.

1
+1

Similarly, results of comparing counselor and teacher responses with respect
to the extent of in- service training in career education to various .

student outcome indicators did not provide explanations forc the variations in project
outcomes. In fact, the results of comparing responses of participating and non-
participaqng 6th grade teachers suggested that, in term of the use of community
resources, ill- service training in carccr education, the importance of including
career education in the school curriculum, and most other responses which might
be related to career familiarization outcomes, there was surprisingly little differ-
ence between the two groups of respondents.

.

There was a significant difference, however, on one indicator which may at least
suggest an explartlatiln for some of the difference _between participating and non-
participating 6th graaers across projects. Both Participating and non-participating
teachers were asked whether they "have a written curriculum guide for including '
career education in `bur classes ?" In response to this item 22% of the non7
participating as corn ared to 62% of the participating teachers indicated that they
had prepared such a,-`guide. 'While on the one ha},a the difference between the two
groups in the response to this item may be related to the generally positive out-
comes of participating 6th graders, the fact that 22% of the non - participating
teachers also had a curriculum guide "for including career education" in their
classes is perhaps the more important finding, It suggests that in some cases the
lack of observed differences may have been the result of efforts on the part of
both_state and projPct staff to persuade teachers riot participating in a Part D

-1-::;A_3.pr-ojtct to infuse career education concepts into their curricula. Given the -/
pattern which did emerge, however, thete is some indication that other factors
may "have been operating.

Since neither the analysis of specific responses from teachers and counselors nor
the analysis of various factors associated with project management and operations
provided meaningful explanations for the findings, an additional analysis was
carybr4d out in which projects containing the bulk of the positive findings .wewere com-

. pared to all projecti,in terms of the number of students served in each group and
the changes in:these numbed over time. This analysis is described below.

As indicated previ4ly, the answers to several questions were to serve as
indicators of the extent to which student outcomes consistent with Part D legislative
intent were produced. Six questions served as indicators at the 6th grade level
and nine served at t e other levels. For purposes of this analysis answers to a
question werc consi ered favorable with regard to the Part D legislative intent if
for at least one indi ator -of that question participants did significantly better than
non-participants. he 2,Sults pf this analysis for each student group are discussed
in the following sections.
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1. Elementary Levt,1

At till sixth grade level, student'data comparing participating to nopa,participating
students were obtained in forty-five projects. Table 47 indicates th\el number of

',it
+ projects in which different numbers of outcome questions showedmore favorable

responsi:b by the participints. From the table, it can be seen, fbr eihrnple,.that
in one project participants aid significantly better than non-participanits in five out
of the six questions.,

4

,

TABLE 47
r

NUMBER OF PROJECTS BY NUMBER OF OUTCOME QUESTIONS ON WHICH
SIXTH GRADE PARTICIPANTS SCORED SIGNIFICANTLY BETTER

THAN NON-P.ARTICIPANtS
Number Percent Percent of

,
. of . of Fa.`vorable.

Number of Questions Projects Projects Answers

Total

0 16* 36% ....
1 12 27% 29%
2 7 16% ' 23%
3 6 13% 30%
4 3 7% es 20%
5 1 1 2% 8%
6 . 0 0% --

45 100% 100%

In 2 projects the participants and non-participants sampled were not equivalent in ethnjc composition.

As: Table 47, ShOws, there were no,positive student outcomes in 36% of the
krEijects. Participants did better than non-participants on three or more of -
the.sbcstudy questions -"in- tell or 22% of the projects. These projects accounted

,.. , .fdr 58% of the favorable answers found. For purposes of analysis the average 4'....

number of elementary scholl participants in these ten projects was compared
to the (average number of elementary school participants in.the total grOup of1

45 projects. It was found that for each year the average number of students
w.0 substantially lower for 'the 10 projects than for the total group of projects.
As shown in Table 48, during the first project year these ten projects reported
a per project average of participants that was 19Vbelow the average for the
total group. They were 26% and 22% below the total groups average in the
second and,third.yea.r, respectively. .,

J
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TABLF 48

A .
.

COMPARISOZI, OF AVERAGE NUMBER OF SLKTH GRADE PARTICIPANTS
, PER PROJECT TO THE AVERAGE FOR THE 10 MOST FAVORABLE

=4

, PROJECTS, BY PROGRAM YEAR

Reporting Category r Ave rage Enrollment
PY I PY II PY In

All p,roj ects:
, -Average Number of Elementary

Participants /P roject 1709

...

11,

,

1977 2512
10 Most Favorable Projects:

Average Number of _Elementa ry
Participants/Project 1390

-
146E, 1958

Difference 319 511 554

,Perrent Fewer Participants ins
L 10 Most Favorable Projects

.
..

26% 22%

2. Junior High School Level

Test results were obtained in 42 projects at the junior high school level. As
indicated previously, there were nine research questions serving as indicators
of student outcomes at this level. The result of comparing participating
students to non-participating students (shown in Table 49) reveals that in 15 of
the-42 projects (36%) there were no positive Outcomes. Participants scored
higher than non - participants on three or more of t} research questions in 10
projects (24%). This accounts for 64% of the favorable answers found. Com-
parison of the average number of junior high school participants in the ten
most favorable projects with the 'average reported for all projects,as
shown in Table 50, reveals that the average for the 10 Most favorable projects -
was substantially lower than the average for,all projects. The 10 most favorable
projects averaged 61% fewer junior high participants 1.;ex, project than did all
projects the first year. For the second and third year these 10 projects were
57% and 50% below the average reported for all projects.

t

TABLE 49

NUMBER,OF: PROJECTS BY NUMBER OF OUTCOME QUESTIONS ON WHICH
NINTH GRADE PARTICIPANTS- SCORED SIGNIFICANTLY BETTER

THAN NpN-PARTICIPANTS

Number of Questions

Number
of

P rojects

Percent,
of

Projects

Percent of
Favorable
Answers

0 15* 36% --
1 11 26% 17%
Z. 6 14 %' 19%
3 4 10% 19%
4 3 7% . 19%
5 2 '.5% 16 %,
6 1 2% t 10%
7 or mole 0 0% =.Total 42 100% 100%

In one project the participants and non-participants were not equivalent in ethnic composition.

..
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TABLE 50 1 ,

,
.c COMPARISON OF AVERAGE NUMBER OFC9TH GRADE PARTICIPANTS

PER PROJECT TO THE AVERAGE OF THE 10 MOST FAVORABLE
. PROJECTS, BY PROGRAM YEAR r

Average Enrollment .
PY I PY LI

at
PY III

All Projects:
Average Number of Junior
High Pa rticipants /Project 1215

,,

1416 1611

10 Milst Favorable Projects:
Average Number of Junior High
Participants /Project

.°4'
474

..

t"'
612 806

Difference
r

741 894 805

Percent Fewer Participants in
r 10 Most Favorable Projects

. .

.

61% 57%
,

50%

3. Senior High Level

a) Work Experience Group

At the senior high school level there were 19 projects for which comparisonf
between participating Work EXperience students and non-participating Work
Experience students were made. Differences between participants and non-
participants were observed on seven outcome ,questions. As can be seen in
Table 5l seven, or 37% of the projects accounted for all of the favorable
answers found.

TABLE 51

NUMBER OF PROJECTS BY NUMBER OF OUTCOME QUESTIONS'ON WHICH
12TH GRADE WORK EXPERIENCE PARTICIPANTS SOCRED

SIGNIFICANTLY BETTER THAN NON-PARTICIPANTS

Number of QuestiOns

Number
01

Projects

Pe rcent
of

Projects

' Percent of
Favorable
Answers

.,0 12 63%
1 1 5% 6%
2 3 38%
3 3 16% 56%
4 or more 0 %.1

Total 19 100% 100%

111,
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These seven projects reported an average number of A.rtisipants per project_
that was szrAller than the average for all projects. This 1::r shown in Table 52.
An average of 8% fewer participants in the 7 most favorable projects than in "

all projects was fpund in the first year. There were 15% fewer in the second
year, and 21% Tewei in the third year.

. El
, ,

TABLE 52

COMPARISON OF AVERAGE NUMBER OF I2T1-1 GRADE WORK EXPERIENCE
PER PROJECT TO TW AVERAGE FOR THE 7 MOST FAVORABLE

PROJECTS, BY PROGRAM YEAR

Average Enrollment
PY 1 PY II PY LTI

All Projects:
Average Number of Work
Experience Participants/
Project

.

84 110 128

Most Favorable Projects:
Average Number of Work
Experience Participants / .

Ioject

.
.

/37 94 101 ,

. .

Difference 7 16 27

Pe rcent Fewer ,Participants
in 7 Mogt Favorable Projects 8% 15 21%

b) Skill Training'Group

c.

Of the 14 pro is for which comparison data were available,' skill training
participants sd ed better than non-participants on one question in six projects
In eight projects ill Trai ring participants did not do bette,r than non-participants
on any outcome variable. hese data are shown in Table 53.

TABLE 53

NUMBER OF PROJ CTS BY NUMBER OF OUTCOME QUESTIONS IN WHICH
12th GRADE SKI LarRAMING PARTICIPANTS SCORED S1GNIFICANTLY

BETTE,R THAN.NON-PARTICIPANTS

Number of Questio s

Number Pe rcent Percent or
of of Favorable

Projects Projects Answers

0 8 57%
6 43% 100%

2 or more 0 0% 0%

Total 14 100% 100%

/
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A comparison of the average number of Skill Training participants per project
in those six projects where a favorable answer was fottnd with all projects
reveals a considerable difference. As shown in Table 54, in those projects
with a favorable answer,the average number of participants per project is
much higher than the overall, average of SkillTraining participants per project.

TABLE 54 ..
, .

COMPARISON OF AVERAGE NUMBER OF 12TH GRA\DESKILL TRAINING
PARTICIPANTS PER PROJECT TO THE AVERAGE 'THEg'OR, 6 MOST F.A170RABE PROJECTS', BY PROGRAM YEAR c

. .

7
. .Enrollment

' PY .I PY II ,
PY 91

.

All Projects:
Average Number of Skill . ,
Training Participants /Project 338

.

408 355_

Average plumber of Skill Training
Participants for 6 Projects with

, Favorable Findings .
i

564 7401 735

Differenc 226 332 380

Percent More Participants in
i 67% 81% 107%Favorable Projects ,

The six favorable projects averaged 67% more Skj.11 Training participants per
project than the overall project average for the first year, The difference:
betvki,een these six and overall project averages increased each program year
with the six projects having an 81%,higher average the second year and a .107%
higher average the third year. This enrollment trend is even more striking
in view of the act that for the three years the average number of Skill Traikiing
partiCipants over All projects increased only 5%, while for these six projects
the number of such participants increased by 30% during the same three-year
peyiod,

c.) Participating Teacher Group

There were 23 projects for which comparison data between the 12th grade
Participating Teacher group participants and non-participants were reported.
Table 55 indicates the number of projects by number of outcome questions on
which participants scored significantly better than non-Participants
Participants did significantly better than non-participants with
respect to one or more of the outcome questions in 13 projects, or 57% of the
total. In addition, five of the projects (2243/0) contained 70% of the favorable
findings.

- 13
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TABLE 55 °

NUMBER OF PROJECTS BY NUMBER OF OUTCOME QUESTIONS IN WHICH
12TH GRADE PARTICIPATING TEACHER GROUP SCORED

SIGNIFICANTLY BETTER THAN NON-PARTICIPANTS

Number of Questions

Nurnber
o of

Projects

Pe rcent
of

Projects

Percent of
Favorable
Answers

0 10 43%
1 8 35% 30%
2 1 4% .7%
3 1 4% 11%
4 .2 9% 30%
5 0 -- --
6 1 4% 22%
7 or more 0 0%

Total 23 100% 100%

The average number of students in the 12th grade Participating Teacher group
did not noticeably incr-1'..:e or decrease during the three year terror of4Part D
program support. However, for the five most favorable projects the average
number of students peer project increased' 153% over the three year period. As
shown in Table 56, the average number of participants in these projects was 61 %,
23%, and 1% fewer than the average for all projects in year I, II, and
respectively.

_Ls

TABLE 56
. .

COMPARISON OF AVERAGE NUMBER OF 12TH GRADE PARTICIPATING
° TEACHER PARTICIPANTS PER PROJECT TO THE AVERAGE .FOR

.5 MOST FAVORABLE PROJECTS, BY PROGRAM YEAR

Reporting Category
Average Enrollment

PY I PY II . PY III

All Projects:.
Ave'r>age Number of FamiliarizatIn
Participants /Project

.

675

. °

, 685 673

Average Numbei of Familiarization
Participants for 5 Most Favorable
Projects

7 263 / 528 666

Difference ' .4
413. ..57

e A

7

Percent Fewer Participants in Most '
Favorable Projects ,../

..,

61% 23% 1%

- 114 -.
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k.

The five projects reflect a pattern.of student participation which is sicni;ar to
the overall pattern found at the elementary, and jun4.9. high school levels. This,
however, Ts no the case for the total group of projects having.12th grade
students in the Participating Teacher group.

d) Counseling Group

There was one project in which 12th grade counseling group participants did
better with respect to one re'search question. Analysis produced no signifi-
cant insights with respect to this area.

D. Summaand Conclusions

The findings presented relative to the p-rogram treatrrient questions estab-
lished at the start of the study indicate that, with cpspect to the overall analyses of
projects, projects tended to provide participating students with significantly more
classroom experiences conceptually associated with career education and occupa-
tional familiarization student outcomes than were provided non-participants. In
practice. however, no relationship was found beyond the lev4 of chance between
student responses regarding these treatments and student outcome results. Similarly/
no relationship between responsPq of coun4,19rs and teachers and student outcomes
presumed to be associated with these resja.2"es could be clearly established.

The search for explanations didn however, 'reveal that a relationship exists
between the scope of the projects in terms'of number of participants and measures
of student outcomes. Spe9ifically,

at the 6th grade and.at the 9th grade, the average number of students served
by the 10 projects with the. greatest number of favorable student outcomes
was less than the average number served by all projects;

for the Work Experience group, the average number of students served by
the seven projects with significant outcomes was less than the average
number served by all projects;

fc:" thc Skill Training gioup, the average number ofy students served by the
six projects with significant outcomes was considirably greater than the
average number served by all projects; and

for the Participating Teacher group the average numbp'r of students served
by the five projects with the greatest number of fav4r'able student outcomes
increased 153% from Year Ito Year III, compared wroth no net change irl the
average number served by all projects.

These findings will be related to cost information in the next chapter in an effort to
further explain the results.
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CHAPTER X: COST ANALYSIS

A. ttroduction

In Chapter V, project budget and expenditure infor was used to describe and
compare the planned federal inputs to the inputs that a4u y occurred during the
three-year term of the first round of the Part D program. From that data it was
concluded that for most,projects the inputs did not occur at the level planned.

Another.use of cost data is as an indicator of effectiveness or efficiency when com-
paring programs or 'performance over time. In this chapter;' additional cost data
is pre vented and analyzed in an effort to develop further insights relative to program
efficiency and effectiveness.

In recent years cost analysis techniques, especially with regard to educational
programs, have become increasingly ,sophisticated, They all have as their purpose,
however, providing data which permits managers, planners, and policy makers to
compare alternatives and make decisions concerning the best use of
resources based upon past performance: The following discussion does not rely
on anyone techniciue of cost analysis, cost-effectiveness, or cost-benefit analysis'.
Rather, it is an attempt to provide, for management, planning, or policy making
purposes, useful information concerning the three-year performance of Part D
projects with regard to program costs.

Attempts to secure useful cost data during the field tests of instruments and proCe-
dures revealed that adequate cost data were difficult to acquire in many instances.
Several factors were involved:

Many projects did not use budget-expenditure data as a management tool
on a regular basis. 'This resulted in program staff frequently being un-
familiar with budgetiand expenditure issies,

Grantees usually were not able to break out the costs of a given activity.

kGrantees frequently had difficulty describing funds from local sources that
were applied to suppOit project activities.

Grantees frequently could not clearly describe project activities or
participants.

41

Because of these problems, cost data we re sought in two simplified forms. Budget and
expenditu.e data were sought according to the categories contained in the USOE
Sample Budget contained in the publication of Instructions and Procedures for
Proposing and Conducting Part D Exemplary Programs. It was felt that this type
of data would be relatively uniform across projects and easy to obtain eip.ce this
was the format utilized by the grantee in requesting funds and by USOEin greeting
them. It was expected that most grantees 'either would have information in this
form or,could,develop it in this form with little difficulty. -Summaries of this infor- .

'mation were presented in Chapter V. In addition, in order to make comparisons
across projects, it $ias decided to attempt to secure expenditure information by tne
seven activipy areas being studied.

# i'467



As noted earlier, there was wide variation in activities from one project to another
and definitions of activities and/or participants frequently were quite vague. Based
upon the results of the field tests, it was concluded that activity cost data would, of
necessity, be based on estimates provided by project and grantee staff. -tirther,
it was concluded that the level of detail sought wittCrespect to activity costs would
have lo be limited to two broad categories: personnel costs and ,other costs. These
data were sought for each year of project operation on a program year basis... As
expected, the projects spent the great bulk of the Part D funds for personnel.
Since this pattern was similar for all projects, this chapter largely focuses on data
for the activity areas utilizing total costs within each activity area.

4

B. Findings:. Cost in Relation to Project Activities

Overall budget and expenditure data were reported in Chapter V (see Table 7). In
brief, that Chapter pointed out that 39 projects reported that they underspent their'
first year budgets by an average of 19.2% per project. For the second year, 38
projects reported an average underexpenditure of 16. 0 %, and for the final program
year the underexpenditure averaged 12. 1% for the 1S underexpending projects.

In addition to overall budget and expenditure dam, projects were asked to provide
an estimate on the cost of project activities in arms of the seven activity areas
outlined in the legislation. Forty-three of the fifty projeCts studied (8'6%) provided
these estimates.

. ,.. /
The estimates are presented in Table 57 by activity ilrea for each of the three years
of Part D funding support. Activity costs are expressed as a percentage of the
total Part D expenditures for the program year. This presentation format was
adopted why review and analysis revealed that many projects were not allle to

A . provide dollar estimates. 4", .. .
_ -

1. Elementary Activities (Grades .1-6)

Thirty-eight projects reported elementary activity expenditures in their first
program year. These projects reported an average percentage equalhig 28.8%,
of their Part-Er expenditures for these activities. The 40 projects reporting °

elementary pfctivities expenditures in the second year spent an average per-
centage,of 240%. In the third year, the 3,5 projects reporting elementary,
expenditures regiSked spending an average percentage of 24. 5% of Part D
expenditures, on activities at this level.*

, Four of fortyl-thred projects providing activity cost estimates for the first
program year reported no expenditure of Part D monies for elementary activi.,
ties. Of these four, one reported second year expenditures fOr atnentary
activities and one reported such expenditures for the third prog. year. The
remaining two.reportect no elementary school activities during t e three-year
term of Part D funding. One project reported expenditures for elementary
activities during the first two program years but not the third. It was the only
reporting project where expendituresi were terminated' once initiated. ,

Table 58, page 121 ,compares the average percent of the total Part 1:1 project
,cosTreported for elementary school_ activities by program year and the average
number of elementary school participants per project. Seven of the fifty projects
did not report expenditure data by activity area. An inspection of the-number of
participants, total annual budget and expenditure data,'and other available
information indicate that the averaged presented here are an accurate reflection
of average propoitional project cost for these activities.

* The lower number of projects reporting el entary activity expenditures in the third year is Aributecit fewer projeop
reporting for this year rather than alower 1 el of elementary activity.
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' TABLE 58
COMPARI'S N OF /ELEMENTARY ACTIVITIES VERSUS COSTS

. Program

Year I
Program

tear II '-
--' Fogram

Year ILL

...

Average Percent of Total Park D
Projects ilO.sy ..-

Average Nuwber olstilementary
Participants per Project

.

28.8 '--"

---.-7
24 8

.. :--
_--

,--
1.977

-

.-----
24:5,

2,512,...1°
----

'As_ indicated in_titie table, dt;.ritil; the third -yeer projects reported that 2415%
of the Part irlunds we,r,ellevoted to-en-manta/1y school activities. On the 'other

participants accounted for 51.9% of the total number
-Part D.parti-cipans proje,cts...

. proprtS,urtorte'd elementary scho91 activity expenditures chiring,,the first-'",. . iSgOj'atleaianoj.no elementary school participants for that year This may be
explained, in ,part, by the nature of the start-up activities employed. projects. These projects reported that the first program year was devoted to

. `urriculuni,faeyelopment, material development, and staff `development and
etraining. One project reported that high initial staff turnover was als,o a

f'tor in.& lac,k of student involvement the first year. ,
..t"

.,
'Table 58 Clearly shows that with each year proportional costs decreased while
participants increased. Part of the increase in participatitS is accounted for,

,,'teje picojectsWhichhed previously reported expenditures for planning and start-up
/,

t purposes ndrwe re, now reporting participants. This is particularly true-for ;
the-first yea'r/secotid year figures. The third yeai.4gures, on the other hand,,
appear to reflect greater efficiency in the delivY,90rogram services.

. , ,
e s:;,

, . Junior High School Activities (Grades 7 - 9) .1 ; '-
1t

1 4 6. a s' , .

10 mFro Table 57, it can be seen that 34 projects:.treplrorted first year costs for 1 i:. ..\* junior high schooractivities. The average percOitate,Spenton these activities for thole:. .
...1 repOrting was 29. 3% of the total tfart,D projeci.tr6ost Thirty-nine projects ...',

,....

- reported secondyear junior high school actiVild0 at an average, .:. !..,' ,e-, . , ....percentage of 300%. For the final yeary/76 projects reported expenctun ., .A , ,
' IN;an average of 27; 6% ofttleir,total project cost aVtlie junior high school level

I "E-4., ... ,
while serving 33. 5% of all third year, prtiject/SakticIpants . ,, ..,,,,

''.. ' / °

Eight.of the projects providing activity,cost.estimates indicated that nolunds
were devoted to junior high school activities the fir76 year. Three of these
did not indicate expenditures. during the second yer. One groje4 indicated

4. expenditures in this activity area, for the final rear only, arid y, projects
4 reflect no junior high activity costs for all three yea:rs. One project reported

I

.v
costs only in the second year. 'e

/. a /
. I

1e
Table 59 compares-The average cost of junior high school activities expressed

,

ost. i,-jas a percent of the total proect cost (Part D funds only) to the average number
of junior high school participants for each year of- Part D support.

8
1

1120 -

1Q1

1



TABLE 59
COMPARISON OF JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL ,ACTIVITIES VERSUS <FS'

" Program
Year I

Program
.Year II

Program
Year III

Average Percent of Total Part ; Pr oj e c t Costs,

Average Number of Participints per Project

, 29.3%

1,215

31.0%

1,416

27.6%

1, el

, ,
e ,

As was the case with elementary activitiep.;_ithe-re was an increase in theaverage
number of participants p'ers7roject forsiea0,of the three years of Part D support.
Proportional costs did increase slightjy ill bt e second year but in the third year
decreased below the first year level. Thia.iiattern also appears- to reflect the

-- effect of both planning and start-up costs Mil early years and program efficiency
in the third year. ''/.., ,

.4 ,..'
3 Senior High School Activities (Grades 10 !.012)' r. r, ttOf the 43 projects reporting' c ost estimater, 39 reported first year senior

high school activity costs. Table 60, below, indicate's the average Part D
cost of all high school activities as a percent of the total Part D project
cost. The average number of high school participants per project is also
shown in the table. '

TABLE 0
COMPARISON OF THE TOTAL SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL ACTIVLTIES VERSUS COSTS

e Program
Year I

Program
Year II

Program
Year III

Average Percent of Tctal Part D Project Costs

Average Numbei of Participants per Project

42.1%

552

44 2%

668

47.9%

723

Senior high participants accounted for 14. 7% of the total third year Part D
project participants. However, senior high school activities were reported
to have accounted for 47. 8% of the total Part D project costs.

1,

'
Unlike the elementary and junior high levels, bluth the percentage of costs and
participants increased yearly for the hip schooillevel. Thus, it appears that

1high school activities involved relativety fewer planning and start-up costs and
the' addition of new participants was fully funded. In addition, it wolild appear
that program efficiencies did not occur at the high school level.

' These data would suggest that. ,.in general the ?three yer experience with
respect to elern'entary level: programMing and junior high level programming
wa4similar and that both, varied con'side ,ably from the overall three year
exp6rience at the high school level. Thei components of the high school
4ffort are 11,.scussed on the following page.

. .
)1
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High School Work Experience Activities

High schodl participargs accounted for almost 15% of all Part D partici-
pants during the third year. Daring that same year, high school work
experience, participants were reported to-represent 8. 4% of all high school
participaols, or 1. 2% of total participants.

Pvsjects reporting work experience activity costs reported that on the
average 16. 9% of the projects' Part D expenditures were devoted to these
activities the first year, 17. 5% was reported for the second year, and
19. 5% the final year. (See Table 61, below, ) The projects reporting work
experience participants reported an average of 84 per project for the,first
year, 104 the second year, anc1,128 the third year,

TABLE 61
COMPARISON OF WORK EXPERIENCE

Program
Year I

Program
Year II

Program
Year III

Average Percent of Part D Project Cost 16.9=4 17. S'i 19 St'

Average Number of Participants per Project 84 110 128

4

o

From Table 57, it can be seen th3t considerable variation exists in the
percent of Part D funds devoted to work experience activities. Frequently,
this variation is due to the nature of the activities included in the work
experience component, Some projects were able to expand pre-existing
work experience activities to include Project participants or tv meet project
needs. Others attempted to utilize personnel on a limited basis to provide
work experience opportunity for a limited number of participants. These
projects typically did not report w experience costs exceeding 10% of the
total project costs. Some projects employed work experieice coordinators
or job placement specialists on a full-time basis to implement the project
work experience componefit. Where this occurred, the projects reported
work experience activity costs that ranged from 15 to 25% of tne total
project costs.,

One project included intensive skill training and counseling as an
integral part of the work experiedee component. All participants were
provided with all treatments and no other students were involved in the
project even in a,limited way. As would be expected, this intensive
approach was also relatively eatpensive, and this project repprted the'

I ts
highest percent cost of work experience activities of the projects studied

1,,11 \t. (89, 3%).

.
.;.. .\
t;>

With only two except5ons, projects reporting costs for work experience', , -,, -activity did so for all three years; all of them reported such costs for the
final two years. The three year trend shown in Table 61 indicites that
projects devoted a slightly larger percent of their total budget to work '
expeLince activities and tended to involve more students in these activiticc
each year, This reflects the overall trend fOr all high school activities.

V,
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High School Job Entry Skill Training

A total of22 projects reported Part D job entry skill training costs as
part Of-thre total Part D project costs. These projects reported that
skill training activities accounted for an average of 21% of the first year
Part D project costs; 17. 6% of second year costs, and 13. 6% of third
year costs. Table 52 compares the average percentage of costs by year
to the average number of skill training participants for the same period.

TABLE 62
COMPARISON OF SKILL TRAINING ACTIVITIES VERSUS COSTS

Program
Year I

Program
Year II

Program
Year III

Verage Percent of Total Part D costs

Average Number of Participants per Project

21.0"-;

338

17.6%

408

13.6-,

355

During the third year, skill training participants comprised 19. 8% orall
high school participants in,the projects studied and 2. 9To of all participants.
As can be seen from the table, projects repOrte,d that skill training activities
accounted for progressively smaller percentages of the total project costs
%%bile the average number of skill training participants remainedi much the
sarie between the first year and the third, with a slight increase during
the second year.
As indicated by the reported activity costs, skill treming activities, where
they were undertaken, tended to be three year efforts. Only two projects
reporting costs indicated these costs for fewer than three years; one for '

the final two project years, and the other for only the last project year:

c) Senior Hi h School Familiarization Throu h Infusion b Partici atm
Teachers

Over one-half of the third year high school participants (53. KO) were
inv'olved in occupational farndiarization.or orientation activit es prodid,ed

\ by participating teachers. Thid represents 7. 8% of all repo ted third
year participants.

Thirty-one projects reported hiitr school participants
area, Of these, 29 provided activity cost estimates.
tion provided it was found that these activities constit
16, 6% of the total first year Part D costs. For the se
was found to be 15.3% and for the third year it was 20.
From Table ,63, below,, it can be seen that the average
remained stable alter the three project years.

in this treatment
.From the inforzna-

iked an average of
cond year the figure
5% of the total,

number of students

TABLE 63
COMPARISON OF iAlvIlLIAFtIZATION ACTIVITIES VERSUS COSTS

..
I Program Program Program

......---- i Year I Year II Year III . --s.

Average Percent of Total Part D Costs 16.6% 15.3% 20.5%

Average Number -of-P-atticiparsta per Project 675 685 673'
.,
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The three-year trend indicates essentially no change in the average number
Df padicioants fAm year to year. During that period, projects indicated
an overall increase in the average percent of total expenditures devoted to
high school familiarization activities .with the second year being slightly
below the figure reported for the first year. o

MOW

It was observed earlier that with four exceptions the work experience
and skill training activity costs tended to be reported for he full three
year period of Pa-rt D support. High school familiarization activities
provided by teachers, however, tended to follow the more variable pattern
evidenced at the elementary and junior high levels. Five of the projects re-
porting elementary activity costs in this area reported no costs in the first
year. Two of these indicated thii-d year costs only. This would suggest ,
that projects required more in the way of start-up time for familia zation
activities at all levels than for work experience and skill trai ng acti ies.
This is at least in part explained by the newness of the familiarization
activities; projects reported that to ireinent these activities required
devoting considerable time and resources to planning, material and
curricula development, and staff-t-raining. Work experience programs
anc job entry skill training programs, wh :E-re frequently included in
the traditional curricula, dirrilot req e asmuch time for these prepara-
tory activities. Thus, 'projects were able to expand or ''buy into"
ongoing skill training or work experience efforts, .and required little by
way of start-up and development costs.

High School Occupkional Counseling and Guidance Activities

Eighteen projects rdpo4d third year expenditures for high school level
occupational counseling).nd guidance activities. Participants in these ,

'activities represented 14.3% of the total third year high school participants
and 2. 1% of all the third year Part D participants. As shown in Table 64,
projects reported that both cbsts and participants for counseling, and
guidan.oe activities gradually increased each year with the greatest
increase occurring between years one and two.

...,
TABLE 64

COMPARISON OF COUNSELING AND GUIDANCE ACTIVITIES VERSUS COSTS

Program I Program Program
Year I Year II Year III

Average Percent of Total Part D Costs ti. 5=- 13. 2.:: 14. 3%

Average Number of Participants per Project 427 1 597 625

1

Some grantees were found to leave employed new personnel to initiate occupa-
tional guidance or placement activities, Some projects emphasized
occupational guidance at the high school level as o`osed to infusion
activities. The.seprojects tended to.repOrt higher proportional costs f r
tilese activities than other projects. Generally, these projects are the
comes reporting, counseling and guidance, costs in excess of 15% of the total
project costs

- 124 - 1 45
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Several projects attempted to involve the regular counseling staff in
occupational guidance or in 'group career edtication activities. This
approach was usually aimed at involving greater numbers of guidance
personnel than the approaches described above. Projects taking this
approach tended to report lower costs, i, e. , 5 to 10% of the total
budget.

e) Other Project .Activities
r

Nineteen projects reportersignificant project activities tha could not ..4.

be described as belonging to any of the above activity areas, Some 3. 9%
of the total high school level participants were involved iti these activities.
This represents 0. 6% of the total third- year Part D participants.

Of the 19 projects, there were five which reported activities directly
treating students. These activities cost an average of 88.6% of the
total project costs the first project6year. For these projects the
second year costs averaed 81. 8% and averaged 79. 0% the final year.
In each of ihe projects the adtivitees related to the creation of an
alteitnative high school setting for dropouts, potential'dropouts,, or.
individuals whose educational needs were not being met by the traditional
educational. delivery system.

From Table 65 it can be seen that the number of articipants per year for
these activities was low in four Of the five proj^s,'and that their cost was
a much greater proportion of total project costs than for fhe high school
activities reported earlier. The relatively high costs axle explained by the
unique nature of these activities. They were innovations that could
not easily tie into ongoing activities, and they were carried on in a
setting outside that of the traditional educational delivery system. T us,
they were not amenable to the use of regularly employed grantee sta f
on a part-time basis. They Were also comprehensive in nature,
attempting to meet the total educational needs of the participants in olved.
.For these reaLons, they were relatively expensive when compared to
other Part D ativitieso

. TABLE 65
"OTHER" PROJECT ACTIVITIES '

Comparison of Participants to Percent Cost of Activity, by Project .
r .

Protects
I II III IV V

Project Year I:
Number of Participants
Perc nt of Part D Costs

Project Year I k:
Numbei of Participants
Percent f Part D Costs

Project Year III:
Number of iarticipants
Percent of rt D Costs

.

0
89.7%,

r-
70
79.5%

....
.

.

90
60.8%

700
80.9 %.

.
600

80. 9%

.

600
80.9%

0
100%

.
36 ,

100%

.

60

100% .

,191 ,,

72.4%

232 .

' 65.7%

180
78.6%r

156
100%,

y ....

201
82.8%

180
74.8%

....
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No general pattern of increase or decrease in the number of participants
is,evident for these activities. Also, no such patterns emerged with,
respect to perCent cost of these activities. Two proje"cts reported no
change in pe nt of total Part D costs during the three year period,
while another indicated decreases. l?' one he decrease represented
use of another grant to add a 1.< through 12 program to the original
program; the other project sjna ly devote d more resources to its elemen-
tary school activities. .

Three of the nineteen projects with "other" activities reported efforts
which could not be related to specific students; while these costs were
greatly below the five discussed ahove, they represented a sizeable
proportion of total project expenditures. The cost of these activities
was reported to be in the range of 30 to 35% of the total Part D cost for
each project. One of the projects reported the costs of developing a
career education TV film and holding a state career education conference.
Another project reported a summer orientation and field:trips to industry
program, as costs in this area. The third project reported the develop-
ment of aft occupiational information media center in this category. One
of these projects identified some 350 participants but only for one summer.
One indicated al"potential" number of participants and the remaining
proje4 could not estimate impact of these activities.

'The remainirg 11 projects reported costs in the "other" activity cost
category that did not reflect:any student related activities. Usually
these costs included administrative costs, 'evaluation costs, or teacher
training costs. The range of these costs ran from a high of 100% of the
project costs to 1% of the total.

4. °Summary of Cost of Project Activities Findings

Table 66 compares the third year activity Wsts with the third- year, participants.
"-As above, the costs are expressed as the average percept of total project costs

devoted to the given activity for projects reporting that activity. Participants
are expressed as a percent of the total number of third year Part D project
participants.

c
"A*

TABLE 66
THIRD YEAR COST' AND NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS AS PERCENTS OF PROGRAM TOTALS
,

#

., .ars4..... Activities e

Elementary Junior High , All Senior HI.

Average Percent of Total Part D Cost

Percent of Total Participants

. ' 24.5%

St. 2%

27.6%

33 5%

.

I 47.9%

14.4% '
_

. 1,--

.

Atcy High Subcaiegories

...

Work
Experience

Skill
Training

Participating
Teacher

Participating
Counselor

Other
.

Numoer of Projects Reporting
Average Percent of Total Part D Cost
Percent of Total Participant °

26

19.5%
1.20%

' 23

13.6%. 2.9%

31

20. 501,

7.8%

i 22

14.2%
; 2.1%

8

71.3%
0.6%

Because not all project had all siEtwities, a it not appropriate to add across columns.
. -
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It can be seen that elementary school participants comprised 52.2% of the total
third-year Part D participants and that projects reported that elementary school
activities cost an average of 24. 5% of the total project costs for that year.
Junior high school activities required an average of 27. 6% of project Part D
resources to treat 33. 5% of the participants; 47. 9% of the Part D project costs
were devoted to high school level activities that in total affected only 14.4% of
the third-year participants.

During the three-year period of Part D funding, projects clearly reserved the
largest share of their resources for high school activities and the smallest for
elementary activities. The three-year trend was to decrease the proportion

'.of resources devoted to elementary and junior high activities and to increase
the proportion for high school activities.

The decrease was sharpest for elementary activities during the second year
with the expenditures only slightly lower the third year. At the junior high
level there was a second year increase with a decrease the final year. From
this it would appear that projects tended to emphasize elementary activities
the first year and junior high activities the second. Expenditures for senior,
high school activities were expanded as the others were decreased

At the high school level projects reporting "other activities,"
tended to devote most of their Part D resources to thosi activities.. High
school familiarization activities designed to infuse career e iucation concepts
into the regular curricula and work experience activities il,. ked next, and
were reported to, cost projects approximately 20% of their third year expen-
ditures. Couriseling and guidance. activities and job entry skill training
activities followed at a reported cost to projects with those components of
14. 2% and 13. 6%, respectively. .0* it

During the course of the three year effort the resources expended for skill
training activities decreased significantly, Skill training activities supported
with project Part D fu2,we were the only high school activities that reflected,a

* decrease during both second and third years; The three year rate of'..,
decrease was over twice that of elementary activities. This was the highest

. rate of overal decritase indicated for all activity areas,

Interestingly, infusion activities by participating teachers at the high school
level were reported to have a lower percentage of support the second project
year than during the first year. A substantial increase in percentage was
reported for the third year. This change, from 15.3% to 20. 5 %, wasp the
largest single year changg reported for any activities.

Overall, projects repokted an increase in the average number oi participants
for each activity during the three-year term of Part D support with the exception .
of high school infusion activities. In thisbarea, the number of participants- was
virtually the same in the third year as in the first year. The number of third
year participants was reported to be below the second year figure by an'aVerake
of 12 participants per project. This means that during the third year this
acti .'ity,was reported to cost project over 1/3 more, proportionately, while the
numben of participants involved actually decreasec4slightly. There was no'
other activity area showing an overall dec rea.se in the number of students par-.
ticipating,, and only one other for which a one-year reduction was indicated.
This was job entry skill trgning, where a reduction in Percentage of funds was
-reported for the third year, from 17.6% to 13. 6 %, coupled with a 13%.r eduction
in the average number df participants.
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Elementary school p.?rtiripants were reported to have been increased by an
average 9f 47,n per project during the three years of Part,D support. For the
same period projects reported a decrease in theproportion of Part D resources
devoted to these activities, Prom 28% t5 24.5°,'0. The average number of junior
high school participants increased by 'nearly 33°',; .while the proportion of the
Part D expenditures direted at these activities was reduced slightly (from
29.3% to 27.6%). At the senior high school level an average 31% increase in
participants was reported coupled with an increase in the proportion of fundsi
devoted to these activities, from 42. 1% to 47.9%.

A review of the activities at the high schoo'l level reveals that work experience
activities had the highest rate of increase in average number of participants
for the three years. With the lowest average numben\of participants per project
reported during the first year, there was a 52Vo increNe by the third year. The
average costs went from 16.9% to 19. 5 %. Counseling and guidance activities
reflected a 46% increase in the average number of participants during the three
years, coupled with an increase in percent of costs from 11.5% to 14. 3%. Skill
training, activities, as indicated earlier , were reported to have experienced an
wer crease in participants.

The figure below rank orders activities by year from highest to lowest, accord-
ing to the average relative cost of activity. This figure graphically illustrates
the third year shift in activity expenditure emphasis at the high school level.

(

RANK ORDEROF,AVERAGE HIGH SCHOOL ACTIVITY COST, BY YEAR

Rank Program Year I Program Year H Program Year III

1 (high) Skill Training Skill Training Participating Teacher
2 Work Expdienee Work Experience Work Experience
3 Participating Teacher `Participating Teacher Counsekns and Guidance
4 (low) Counkeling & Guidance Counseling B4Guidance Skill Training

FIGURE 6 L

0

It is apparent that the third year saw a shift in emphasis toward classroom
familiarization and occupational guidance and counseling and away from skill
training. One possible explanation for this relates to the general availability

"of skill training tesources in most areas. Projects may have elected to rely
on traditional training resources, snaking them available to students not takinga
full vocational course ofitraining, thereby'fr'eeirig resources for othet activities.

Another factor that may-be involved is the relative. cost -of skill training and
work experience activities when compared to the others. Both are decidedly
more expensive when a cost per pupil ratio is applied. 'Classroom infusion
techniques and the guidance approath to career educaiion,have the potential
of touching. many more students at a lower cost ratio. That work experience
activities did not show a similar yuction would seem to be a-function orthe
limited resources for these activities available from other sources in fnany
of the grantees. Below we present an analysis of these cost findings by .relat-

t ing them to the results obtained for outcome Aues,tions.
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C. Results and Conclusions on Cost/Outcome Findings

In Chapter IX it was shown that some projects were more effective in producing
student outcomes for a given activity than were others. W en these projects'
average number of participants .per year forr-these activi areas, was compared to
the ovprall average per project for the same activities, i. was found that the'
projects differed from the average in nurnter of participant's per project for a ,
given activity anl/or,in the rate of change in the number of participants in the

Activity from one year to the next. A similar an4lysip of these projects with
respect to cost was also carried out. The results of this analysis are reported
below or each activity area. /
1. Elementary Activities

The ten projects with the most favorable responses with tespectto student otA-
comes at the elementary level were found to have a lower average number of
elementary participants per4year than Was reported across all projects. While
averaging fewer elementary, participants per year, these projects reported a
higher proportion of expenditures devoted to elementary activities than was
i.eported for all projects, as indicated in Table 67, below.

TABLE 67
Comparison of Average Percent -Of Total Expenditures fbr Eleme.ntary

Activities Per Project to the Average for the 10
Most Favorable Projects

Reporting Category Average % of Total Expenditures
... Year I Year II Year III

..
.. .

10 Most Favorable projects 39.1 - 31.8 30.3

Cate ra rage Per Project 28.8 24.8 24.5

1

2. Juni 'r High School Activities

As indicated in Table 68, the ten projects with the most favorable responses
questions at theAjunior High school level haft an average expenditure for tho4,
activities that fluctuated with respect td the average overall project expenditures
fot4these activities. During the first year, junior high-activities cost these, 10
projects a smaller perce,nt of their total Part D expenditures than was experi-
enced overall. During the second year, these 10'projects increased the propor
tion of these expe ditures more than the overall average, tothe'point that their
average percentage f costs was higher. the third year, however, their
average percent of expenditures was virt4ti r the same as the average for
all projects.

ti
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1-Th TABLE 68
4 , Comparison of Average Percent of Total Expenditures for Junior High

School Activities Per Project to the Average for the 10
Most Favorabl6 Projects

Reporting Category Average'°,70 of Tot:1 Expenditures

10 Most Favorable Projects

Year I Year II. Year III

21.4 38, 3
\.

27.3

Overall Average Per Project 29'.3 31.0 27.6

These cost data become significant when compared to the average number of
junior high participants per project. The 10 most faNiorably responding projects,
as pointed out in Chapter IX, averaged at least 50% fewer participants
per project per year than was reported for all projects.

3. Senior High School Activities

,Findings with respect to the senior high school activity categories are presen-
ted below.

V

a) Work Experience Activities

In Chapter IX it was reported that the number of pagticipants in work
experience activities increased for both those projects with the most
favorable responses to student outcome questions and for all projects
for all three project years. AS indicated in Table 69, the sevenmost
favorable projects with respect to student outcomes tended to spend a
smaller portion of their Part D monies for work experience activities
than was reported for all projects. This relationship continued through-
out the tree -year project period with both the most favorable group of
projects and all projects taken together gradually increasing the per-
centage of expenditures arid the number of farticipants each year.

TABLE 69
Comparison of Average percent of Total ExpeQtures for 12ta, Grade

Work Experience Activities Per Project to the Average'tor
the 7 Most Favorable Projects

Reporting Category Average % of Total Expenditures

Seven Most Favorable "Pi-ojdcts

Year I Year II Year III

12.1 13.0 14. 9

ONeraia. Average Per, Prdject 16.9 17.5
. ,

19.5 ' ..-

4.

V
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b) Skill t raining Activities

In the preAeeding chapter it was pointed out that there were a total of six
projects/in which skilLtraining activities resulted in the production of
favorabtutient outcomes. Those projects,Ot was noted, differed from
the average of all projects in that they reported a higher number of partici-

. pants/Per project; Le:, the projects with favorable outcomes increased
skill,training participants by 30% over the three years as compared to an
overall increase of only 5% for the three-year period.

Ag Table 70 shows, in terms of cost, the t1-4-ee year trend with regard to=
texpenditures for skill training activities was a piogressive proportionate

decrease for all projects. The expenditure data suggest similar experi-
ences for both groups in terms of trends and actual expenditure levels.
The major difference between.the two groups is that the most favprable
projects involved twice as many participants in skill training activities for
approximately the same relative cost as was the case for all projects.

o

° TABLE 70.
Comparison Of Average Percent- Of Total Expenditures for 12th Grade

Skill Training Activities Per Project to therbverage for the
ProjectsI p Six Post Favor'abl'e.

Reporting Category Aierage % of Total Expenditures

_ .
ti Most Favorable Projects

Year I Year II Year III

20 15.6
. '

14.9
1

..

'Overall Average Per Project °. °,21.0 17.6 13.6

° c) High Selo:61 Fa iliarization Activities through Participating Teachers

Five FojeCts were found tohavelpeen most effective in producing student
outcomes as a 'result of the high school familiarization activities of partici-
pating teachers. These projects reflected an overall thre'e-year increase
in the average number of participants per froject of,153%, while the
general experience of Part D projects was to show no increase in the
number of participants during the three years.

. I

Table 71 shows that the three-year expenditure pattern for these actikitiqs
was found to be the 'reverse of the participation trend reportedearlier. It
was found that On the average, all projects increased their percentage of

erm of Part
student outconle",
e of expenditure
ese five projects
average;

m that at the
iliarization

n producing
ant

expenditures for thee activities during the three-year
support.- The five with the most favorable responses to
questionsy.however, idecyased their averagepenta
for each *the three years,. Indeed, in the -third year t
reduced their average percent of costs -'below thexiveral

e high echoOstivel differs fr
d ju --iclriliigh'school levels with respect to fa

ever, the projects found to bemost effective
studerd-o tcomes were found to report three-year cost and pa

ends which parallel the experie ce at the elementary and junior hi.
.levels '

)
The 'overall
elemen
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TABLE 71
Comparison `of Average Pe`rtent of Total Expenditures for 12th Grade,

Familiadzation Activities Per Project to the Average for the
Five /1))St Favorabte Projects

Reporting Category . Average % of Total Expenditures
r

.

Fire Most Favorable Projects

Year I Year II Year III

22.1 20.9
.

18.3

Overall Aver Age Per Project , 16.6 7 15.3 20.5

.s.

Projects which were most effective in .roducing student outcomes as a result of the
activities of participating elementary nd secondary teachers and counselors, i.e.,
familiarization, were found to differ from all projeFts at all levels ( elementary,
junior high, and senior high). At t e elementary level the projects with the greatest
number of favOrable responses inv Ived feweiparticipants per project than did all
projects. These projects also deXoted a larger proportion of their Part D funds to
elementary activities than did al /projects.

D. Summar and Conclusions

At the junior high level, the pr jects most effective in producing student outcomes
increased their proportionate expenditures during the three-year Part D support.
On the other hand, the trend /or all projeEte"reflected an overall decrease in the

thexpenditurepercentage for ,.ese activities. The projects with the most favorable
responsss most noticeably/d/iffered from Aal projects in the number of participants ,

per project. For each of the three years these 10 projects involved 50% or fewer
participants than did all rojects. N

At the senior high sch
ing student outcomes
showed a pattern of
support. This was
for these activitie
percentage level
per project.

The different
outcomes as

.. -and all proj
cited for f
able resp
percents.
experie

'S

of level, those projects foundto be most effective in pr9dbc
rough the familiarization act vities of participating teachers

ecreased cost percentage 'during the three-year term of Part D
coupled wiqi an, overalk increase in the number of participants

This compares with an overall increase in the expenditure
or all projects, coupled with no gain in the number of pal-ticipants

a,
1

between the projects found, to be most effective in prodticing student
result of skill training activities and of work experieeci activities

cts with those activities was not as pronounced as were ,the diffefences
iliarization activities. The projects with the greatest number of favor-

nses qn the work experience acti'4ty area reflected botliA slightly lower
e of expendlturel and fewer participants than did all pr,jects with work

ce activities.

The p oportion of expenditures and the thi:e.e-yaf trend of thole prope,rtions did not
vary /significantly betkeen the most favurable projects in skill training activities and
all rojects with those activities. The most favorable projects, did, however,
in olve considerably more students per project than did fiP aiyage for all projects.

1
wen, the initially higher percentage of costs and, the, lorr level of participant involve-

ment in the projects with the inost favorable responses as compared to all projects, it
mist be concluded that the most favorable projects in ested proportionately more time
and resources in start-up activities than did other I5 jects. It appears, therefore,
that a Major fastor in the success or lack of success o a project in producing student
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. :, . ,. . ,
outcomes as a result of familiarization activities is the propoTtion of investment and

i ,.

activity prior to full-scale project implementa4on; ,, . ; s

. , "
. .:

/.

In general, work experience activities and yob entry skill training; activities were
less effectiv. e in producing student outcomes than familiixi4tion activities, It is

f

possible, however; ,t-sliat the overall shift of redources toward 4igli school familiar-
ization activities noted in the third groj,ect year contributed to a lower'level of
student outcome results for the work experience and skill tije.ining student group. , .
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CHAPTER XI: STATE ADMINISTERED PART D(dYFUNDS

Backgroundand Purpose

Rirt D of he Vocational Ethication Act, as amended in 1998, Was designed to stimu-
late the; development 9f new approaches. to linking school and the world of work,
thereby assisting young peop e to identify and prepare for careers most suited to
their, personal aspr ions d talents. Co res s'directed that funds appropriated
lir-this section of the Act e expended toyed ce youth unemployment through
exemplary efforts which accomplish one or more of the following:

familiarize elementar and secondary school students with the broad range
of occtipations for whilh special skills are required andthe requisites for

/careers in such occupftions;

pro ide students with educational experiences through work during the
sc ool year or in the summer;

provide intensive occupational guidance and counseling during the last years
if school and for initial jobs placement;

;broaden or improve vocational education curriculua;

exchange personnel between schools and other agencies, institutions, .or
organizations participating in activities to achieve the purposes of the Act,
including manpower agencies and industry;

increase educational attainment of young worker released from their jobs;

motivate and, provide pre-professional preparation for potntial teachers
for vocational education; and

provide other activities which art} consistent with the purpose of the Act.

Congress stipulated that half of the appropriated funds were to be expended by the
:Department of Health, Education and Welfare in each state and territory and that
the other)half were'to be allocated to the states an territories directly.
The portion of the Part D appropriation disperseid y the states and territories was
not constrained by the guidelines applicable to the projects funded directly by
USOE.* The states wire obliged simplyrn utilize the funds...in accordance with the
purposes and provisions of the legislatio and the administrative and reporting
provisions specified in the Federal Regi er.*kt: As a result, both the nature and
duration of the state administered projects, ,Part D Sec 142(d), in many states
varied markedly frofn the projects funded under the federally controlled portion
of the Act. They also varied considerably from-...5ate to state.

.

*, Policy Paper AVL, V 70-1; Oct. 1969.
** Volume 35, No. 91 ;.:Saturdax, May 9, 1970, p. 731.
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While the major emphasis of this evaluation effort was on the federally supported
projects, there was an interest in determining how theostate -administered portion
of the Part 11 funds was utilized. More specifically, USOE was interested in deter-
mining the objectives of the state funded projects, wand the-strategies used to
achieve these objectives. Given the level of detail desired and tiie fact that ()er
1,000 grants had been awarded by the states during the first three years of the Part
D effort, it was determined by USOE that the source of information on state admin-
istered projects would be state level personnel only. The purpose of this
chapter is to present and discuss the information collected-on the state funded
projects. In addition, a summary of relevant activities of t1ie Research Coordinat-
ing Units in the states visited is presented;

B. Study Methodology, . ,
A

, To secure the information necessary to answer the questi s posed by the study
-regarding the state administered Part D funds, the first s p was to review the
information already gathered by USOE. One requirement imposed.on the states
by the Office of Education was that a copy of each state-appioved proposal be
submitted to the Division of Vocational and Technical Education of USOE (DVTE)
within 15 days of the award of a grant or contract. Based on the information so
provided, DVTE published a booklet, "State Administered Exemplary Projects in

N, .Vocational Education, " in the Spring of 1973. This publication contained, for each
state, a list of the project titles along with the name of the organization receiving

Asthe grant and the amount and duration of the g nt. Review and analysis of the
information in this publication was carried out uring August and September 1973.

`
The review of the information available within USOE made it clear that additional
data from state departments of education were necessary to respond to the study
questions. Specifically, the following was necessary:

verificationroithe information contained in the "USOE publication;
0 -, \

identification of the objectives of eacproject;

an indication.cibf the criteria used in awarding Part D grants;

an_ indication cf the overall funding strategy;

an indication_ of the relationship between the state departments. of education
and the recipients of the Part D grants; and ,

. -;
po an indicatipitof which projects and activities were judged to bp worthy of

Ireplication., ,
t t.

,. ._ / s
It was assumed zrom the start that collection, ofolata pertaining t tate projects
would be collected in the course of gathering data pertaining to e federally
administered Part D projects. Consequently, it was concluded that data would

obtained from the foity -nine states, plus the District of Columbia, where 'first
ro d Part D projects were to be studied; since a study team would not visit
Ha ii, data supplementing that already j. Il USOE files w,ould not be obtaine,d in
that state. In addition, it was concluded that the information:would be obtained

,by the member of the study team who was scheduled to interview sate personnel t!'in the course of 'Obtaining data on 41, e federally supported projects and that the
primary made of data collection would be an interview with the intlividualfs)

*,responsible forthe state administered Part Deffort. For the most part, the individ-
ual within the state department most conversant with the federally supported
projecerw:aS'also the individual responsible for the,state 'funding process. The
interviews were conducted in the Spring of 1974. 1 , 4.

S ?
"
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To facilitate the terview process a single interview schedule wag prepared to
obtain data uh both e federal and state projects. In addition to the interview
schedule, two forms r each state were prepared. Thesevf_orms were sent to the
state departments for completion prior to the arrival of the study team intervirwor.
On the first form the state department official(s) most familiar with the state -
funded projects were asked to identify the: 46 i_ctives of each grant. In essenc'}^d,
the furm was a matrix with each of the statt -funded projects listed as the rods ang
eight objectives, taken from the federal register, forming the columns. The state
representative was asked to indicate which 6bjective4 applied to each project and
to up-date and verify the list of projects on the form. On-bite second form the
state representative was asked to indicate the anfount of the grant awarded by fiscal
year, and the number of participants served by the project.

In, approximately 50^,i) of the cases these two forms were completed at leaA in part
by the,time the interview took place. In these cases the interview insl uded a
review of the information contained on the forms to verify that the inotructions were
clear and the information was recorded consistently. In some other cases the
forms ),ere completed by the interviewee or an assistant during the course of the
interview. In the remaining cases the interviewee indicated that more time was
necessary to complete the forms and that the)/ would be returned to the study team
at a later date. In one state the information was not received despite several

' follow-up requests.

In general, the representa+ives of the state. departments were both knowledgeable
and cooperative. For. the most part they were quite fd-riiliarwith the Part D
effort and willing to assist the study. In some cases, however, there had been
substantial staff turnover within the state department since the time the Part D
effort began and the interviewees were understandab1 hesitant-in responding to ..----1

questions regarding events and criteria which preceded their involvement in the
effort. A second qualification which must be placed on the data obtained from the
interviewees is that in most cases the state-supported grants were awarded by-a

otaacommittee and,the criteria were not formally recorded. As a result, the state-
, merits reflecting the funding criteria used reflect the judgmentrof only one of the

several individuals involved n the project serection process.
)

C. Findings

Allocation and Obligation of Funds

The available data concerning each qtatc's total allocation and obligation of
funds lui FY it), FY 71, anclFY 72 are.shcrwn in Table 72, together with three-
year totals, the percentage of each year's allocation that was obligated, and"
the percentage of the total allocation that was obligated. As shown in Table 73,
one-year allocations rangecfroilFa low of $102,000 (Alaska, FY 70) to a high
of $348, 000 (California, FY 72), withmedian allocations of $117, 000 in FY 70
and $139, 000 in FY 71 and FY 72. Obligations ranged froin a low of S44, 000
(Nevada, FY 70) to a, high of $421, 000 (Florida, FY 72), with niedians of '

S115, 000, $144, 000, and $255, 000 in FY 70, FY 71, and FY 72 respectively.
Both the minimum and maximum obligations .were lowest in FY70, as were
the minimum and maximum allocations.-qhe lowest reported percentage
of allotated funds that were obligated in one year was 35% FY f,
while t4ie highest reportdd percentage was 238% (Florida, FY 72). On a ree-
year total basis, the median percentage obligated was 95. 6%. There wa no
apparent relation between the amoutit_allocated and the percentage obligated;
for example, the state with the lowest three -year allocation, Alaska, -bligated
100% of its funds, and the state with the highest three-year allocation, "\

California, obligated 99.5Jtoof its funds.i
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TABLE 73
RANGE AND MEDIAN OF STATF ALLOCATIONS AND OBLIGATIONS

Low

111-41

Median

FY-70 FY-71 FY-72 3-Year Total

$1 02, 000
211,000
117 COO

:ALLOCATION

, 5104, 000
348, 00.0

1 39. 000 I

$310, 000
905,000
389 000

5104. 000
346,0031
139.000

Lo,,v

Hit,r,
Ate +,ar,

5 44.000
234,000
ris000

OBLIGATION /
5 79;000
421/, C.*

255, es,

5246, 000
, 919,000

412,000

5 91,000.,
364,000 ,

144 000

Lost/

High
Median

s
35.)

- 1.'2 ;. 1

93.0

PERCENTAGE OBLIGATED

64.9
1 56. 6 ,
95.6

64.5
1 38. 1

1 95.1

-
59.9

1

237. 7
98,7

-.

' All dollar figures are to the nearest 51,000 .

Approximately one-fourth of the states (14) obligated less than,90% of their
three-year allocation, and eight states obligated over 100 %s of theirallocation-
t;y contributing funds from other, sources, at least temporarily.

With respect to states reporting obligations pf ova-1 0070--uf the amount -"-
allocated fora year, several explanations are'possible. First, it should be. .

noted that the federal legislation permits expenditure of fundl,allocate4 fcfr
one fiscal year in the next-fiscal year. : -Ter-tlie-'7case of Cola -ado, for example,
this appears to be the case. Colorado report dp.ligati-iig:1-7S..1,1% of its alloca-
tion in FY 70, 775 7% in FY,71, and 122. 0 72. It appears in this case
that what was unobligated in FY 70 was applied to the total amount available
for FY 71, and the unobligated balance of the available funds for FY 71,4and
the unobligated balance of the available funds for FY 71 (new 'federal f ds
plus unobligated balance from FY 71) was al'ApLied to FY 72._ Assuming his
approach,it .is quite possible for ColoradoAeo obligatell 22% of the FY 72
federal allocation (new money) and still, show after three yeari_e total obliga-
tion of 92. 4% of the total federal allocation. .Ca5rying over funds may*.lso
partially explain why half the states obligated 95. 6% or less of their three-year
allocation.*

A second possible explanation is illustrated by Minnesota. In Minnesota,
99. 4% of the allocation was reported as obligated in FY-70, 109. 5% in FY-71,
and 59, 9% in FY-72. In spite of the obligation in FY-71 of 109. 5% of the
alivcated funds when virtually no funds freom Y - 7 0 rernained unobligated,
the three yA_=7- obligation was less than the total federal allocation. In
this case, it appears that funds ficrn some other source were used'to supple-
me.nt the available Part D allocation with the expectation that in the long'run
Part D would cover the oblig;.tion. This may be the explanation for the states
where the three year total obligation exceeds the three year total allocation.

A third explanation is simply that the reported figures are incorrect. In .
Florida, the figures provided by the state bear such little relation to the
federal allocation thai, this is the most lOgical explanation. judgment is
strengthened by the knowledge that in Florida the state allocation was used to
supplement the federally administered Part D project (Sec 144(c)) and that the
state office did -not report on Sec. 142(c) expenditures independently.

*Fifteen of the SEA interviewees indicated that Part D(d)funes were used to pay for staff time devoted to admi
tering the progiam, but no relation was found between thi: 'and the percentage of allocated funds th
Was obligated.
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2: Number of Grants Awarded

The total number of grants awarded in FY 70, 71 and 72, as well as the total
over the three years combined, is sliown in Table 74. The total number of
grants awarded in FY 70, 71, and 72 combined was 1,157; a mean of 22. 7
grants 13er state. ,As can be seen from t e n and the maximum number
of grants awarded, only a few states awarded a r atively large number of
grants; as shown in the state-by-state data in Tal 75,Texas awarded 37 in

e- FY 70, Wisconsin 27, and thecnext most frequent was ,only 14. Similar distri-
butions a found inthe other years, In terms of the three-year totals, the
three hi est states-awarded 8.5, 66, and 50 grants, although the median figure
is only 18. Three of the states funded only SDP project- -in -each of the three
years (the District of Columbia, Georgia, and South Carolina).

.
. .

TABLE 74

TOTAL NUMBER OF GRANTS AWARDED, BY FISCAL-YEAR

Number of Grants

FY-70 FY-71

11 -*

FY-72 Total

336 410 ' 1,157 .

Median . 7 . 6 7 18
....

Lowest No. of Grants 1 1

-
1 ..' 3

Highest Np. of Grants 37
(Texas)

31
(Texas)

35
(New Mexico)

85
(Texas)

3.4 Number of Grantees Funded

The number of different grantees that each state funde-ci is shown in Table '75,
and summary data are shown in Table 76, below.

P

r

TABLE 76 .,

_--. ..
TOTAL NUMBER 'OF-GRANTEES FUNDED, BY FISCAL YEAR

_

'

Number of Grantees
-,-,--\

FY-70 FY-71 FY-72 Total*

288. 388 364 , 642

Median 5 6 6 10

Lowest No. of Grantees 1 1 1 1

_

Highest No. of Grantees 24
(Texas)

25
(Texas)

_ 27
(New M eXico)

38
(Texas)

* The total refers to the number of different,grantees and is thus not equal to the sum of the entries in each fiscal yeir.
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The meaii nw-nbe r of different g antees funded over the three-gear period
was 12. 6, with means of 5. 6, 7.6 and 7, 1 in FY 70', 7f, and 72 respectively.
As was the case with regard to the number of grants, a few states distributed
their funds among a large number of grantees, while three utilized only one
grantee (the SEA) over the entire three-year period. (The upper end of the
range would be expanded if each 9f the projects funded in the "mini-grant"
programs in Colorado apd New Mexico had been counted separately).*

4. Size of Grants Awarded

The largest and smallest grant awarded by each state in each of three fiscal
years is shown in Table 75," with summary data shown in Table'77, below.
Again, there is a very wide range between the state with the largest maximum

TABLE 77

LARGEST AND SMALLEST GRANTS AWARDED BY FISCAL YEAR

Largest Maximum Grant

FY -70 FY-71 FY-72

$131,888
(Florida)

.I64, 946
(Georgia)

169,176
(Florida).

)Smallest Maximum Grant
*

12, 590
(Oregon)

14,518
(Maine) ,

16, 000
(Nartli Dakota)

Largest Minim.;41 Grant 129,246
(Georgia)

135, 931
(Miss.) '

169,176
(Florida)

Smallest Minimum Grant

...

37
(Utah).-

141
(Vermont)

120
(Vermont)

,
grant and the state with the smallest maximum grant. Similar findings were
obtained for the minimum grants. In the case of the maximum grants, the
largest exceeds' the'smallest by m9re than a factor of 10 in each fisal year,
The extremely small grants shown in Table 77, and Table 75, i.e., those of
under $1,000, generally represent outlays for a specific unit of skill training
or evaluation' f a small component of a project.

'.. .
Type ofGrthitees Funded

. ...

The 642 different grantees funded during the period FY,70 through FY 72 were
classified into the five categories shown in Table 7& The totals shown in the table
indicate clearly that SEA's have selected lo6a-rschool districts as the pri-
mary agent to, design and implement projects supported try the state controlled
portion of Part D funds. lif 'the aggregate, 59% of the grantees were found to ..
be local school districts and an additional 12% of the grantees were individual
public schools or resource centers. This category, together with category_
of vocational or technical schools, accounts for over 50% of the grantees funded
in 44 of the 51 jurisdictions.

.fte

r
'these states a large number of small grants were made to individual teachers, counselors, etc., to enable them to

implement innovations-in their school or classroom. For most purposes, the states report these a4a single block
*ant to one grantee who administers the 'Inini-grapt" effort.

141
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T A B IL 78
TYPFS GRANTEES"

public Sch.Dist.4Voc. or Tech.
. ad. Sch./ Res.Ct . School

Community Col. St , t, Dept. ir rive
lege/Uruversity I of ittucati6n I Cr .; tiuzatIon

, I.
i TOTAL

1. labama 6 1 ' 72. %laska Is1 __
1

93. Arinina 7 1 1 9
4. krkan....as . 4 3 2

...t.
. 113. 'California 18 7

256. Colorado 9 5 1
rl

15
7. l'onfflecticut
8. Delaware

5

5'
1

. I,
1

1

7..
1 7

9. lli.trict of Columbia 1 ,' L
1

10. 1-10ilda 2 1
1

5
11. Georgia

1 I

1
12. Hawaii

1 - 6 7
13. Idaho 7 1 8
14. Illinois 16 . 4 20
15. Indians 8 , I ,

9.
16. Iowa

4
17. Kansas 3

3 1 " , 718. Kentucky 4 .
, 419. Louisiana , *#5- .

5'0-
20. Nlaine i 17 2 2 23
21. Maryland --t 10 4 14
22. Massachusetts i 5 2 1 8
23. Michigan , 6 1 A. -

724. Minnesota , *1 8 ....4 P 1, 2325. Mississi.ii / , 1 2
26. Nlissouri 4 , 2

1

1 if--- 3

14
27. Montana . 12
28, Nebraska
2F.--g-C.7da

d 3 2.
I 5

5 ... . i

6
30. Nei. Hampshire 10 1 , 13
31.- New Jersey 11 4 ..1----' 7 ' 16

1 33
32. NCTIW.7cieo 26 .

, 3.3. New 1 ork i 6
:34. North Carolina 6

23
35. North Dakota . 7

10aTTilhin 13 . -
1337. Oklahoma 9 2f

.

:38. Oregon 17 4 21
39. Pennsylvania 6 3 2 ' 1 12
40. Rhode Island 14

18'
11. South Carolina

1

42. youth Dakota J

1:3. Tennessee
44. Texas .

4.5. Utah 13 2 °
_18-

' 19
46. %ermont .

11 3 1 1

,--L
16 ,47.- Vv.:1nm 7 .
13

Ig. Sahineion 26 3519, Rest 1 ireinia 15 1 N, ' , 16
50. %Isconstri .11 . 13

51. 11orning ,.. 1't 1 2

19

19

TOTALS
. .

,

454

(71%)

.62

(10%)

.

10.

( 6

19

(3%)

.

6

(196)
.

0
64Z-

t

142 -
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While the vast majority of grantees were schools, collegesi or public educa-
tional agencies, it is of interest to note that only six states included grants to
what might be c sidered atypical grantees. The private organizations funded '

included an ind ndent education agency (Maine), a sociaragency for the
physically handicapped (Alaska), a Health Careers Council (New Hampshire.),
private employers and the school distri t (New Mexico), 'an Opportunities -
Industrialization Center (Rhode Islarid), nd the. Personnel and *Guidance Asso-
ciation (Pennsylvania). The selection o .these institutions is quite consistent
with Part D, Section 142 (d) of the Act which provides that the state board may
make grants "to local education agencies or. other public pr non-profit private
agencies, organizations, or institutions including business, and industrial
concerns... as it determines will most effectively carry out the dev lloopp ent,
establi;hmeni and operation of exemplary and innovative occupational e ucation
programs or projects designed to serve as models for use in vocational
education programs.'"

In 17 states, grantees included State Departments of Education. In two of
these states (Arkansas and Oklahoma) separate state vocational education
agencies also.served as grantees, thus raising the total number of entries in
this category to .19. In three cases (Georgia, Mississippi, and South Carolina),
the State Department orEdlication was the only grantee of the slate. In many
cases, the projects administered by the state agency grantees encompassed
several school districts. In addition, there were several cases in which pro-
jects which were administered by a Community College or University Were
operated with one or more school districts. In such cases, the close' collabor-
ation between the grantee and LEA may be presumed. In one instance (Oregon)
a community college arLd a high school serN,ed jointly as the Part D grantee.

Duration of Projects

Of the 331 projects-funded in FY 70, 47% (154 projects) we're funded for one
year only; 22% (73 projects).we re- funded for a second year, and the remaining°

1% (104) projects) were funded in all three fiscal years, FY 70, 71 and 72..
TheJ data are shown in Table 79, 'which also show-S' the number of states fol-
lowing each of the possible project 9uration patterns. As the tablepindicates,
in 14 states all of the EY`70 projects were also funded in FY. 71 and FY 72. At
least one project was funded for all three years in 38 states (75%), and at least
one project was funded for only one year in 33 states (65%). Only four states
funded one-year projects exclusively, and only one funded two-ybar projects

\exclusively. Eighteen states contintied bf their ,FY 70 projects for at east
one more -y-car. There are just about as many states whose FY 70 projects
were of oAen-year, two-year, and three-year duratiort (13) as there are states
having all FY 7,,Q pr oje ct s continue for at least two more years (14). These
two patterns together encompass,,53% of the states.

<
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. - TALE 7 9 .

\4\PATTERNS OF PROJECT DURATION FOR GRANTS AWARDED IN FY 70 "T

----------...ata4s
No. of Number of Projects

Pattern J. yr. 2 yr. 3 yr,1 Total
All Projects of 1-year, duration . 4 27 - - 27

. ,

All Projects of 2 -year duration 1 - 5. - 5

All Projects of 3-year duration 14 ' - - 29 ° 29 ,
,

Mixed: 1-year and 2 -year ,8 47 27 -. 74

Mixed: 1 -year and 3-year 8 ,. 28 '
I

- 24 52

r
4

.
Mixed: 2-year and 3 year 3 - 6 9 15 +

Mixed: 1-year, 2-year, and 3-year 13 52 35 42 129

Total 51 154 73 104 , 331
/ % 47% 22% 31°7. 100%

11 i
-

7. Criteria Used in Fuding Projects°
1In order to obtain inf ormation On the strategies that may have been used in

funding Part D(d) projects, a series of qugstiOns was asked pertaining to
various criteria that may have been applied in making funding decisions.
These criteria were: a) type of activity propiosed;b) the annual amount of
money proposed; c) the duration of the proposed project; d) the type of grantee;
and e) the type of expenditures. In addition, the interviewee was asked
whether the policy with regard to each criterion element had changed since'
the start of the program A summary of the responses elicited is presented
on the following page (Table 80).

All but eleven of the states indicated that they used one or more fairly specific
pogrammatic criteria in their funding decisions; fifteen states cited more
than one programmatic criterion,' As shown in Table 8), the most frequejitly
mentioned criterion was related to the project's goals in the areas of career
awareness, career exploration, or career preparation (15 states), while the
remaining criteria were stated in terms of process, t.tt..h as teacher training,
or curriculum development, of in terms of the specific target group,:ruch as
disadvantaged students. Eight of the states said they were specifically looking
for innovat'ive.apprbaches in connection with whatever process factor they used
as a criterion. Half of the states had changed their prpgrammatic criterion
at some time in the preceding four -year period, almost always in the direction
of increased specificity.

only nine of the states. utilized the funding level of the project as a criterion,
and only .fi've of these had changed this criterion during the period. Five
other states had changed from using a funding level criterion to not using such
a 'c rite rion.

Ten states preferred or required that projects be of one-year duration, and.,
13 states preferred or required longer project's. Twenty-six states had no
preference or requirement with regard to project duration. Only six of the
states that used duration as a,criterionhad adopted this policy some time dur-4
ing the four -year period rather than at, the beginning of the program.

144 -
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TABLE 80
FUN6iNa CRITERIA

.
, .

" , .

Activity,Usecl as Criterion Number of States

Number of States
that Changed

Criterion Policy
----- , ,

' Career a --t- ess, exploration or
prpai-ation 1,)

Guidance
Placeii \i,exit 1

Tegcher Training
e ,-Curriculum ormaterials develppment

4,Special Student group (e. g. ,4clisadvantaged)
: Innovative approaches .

r Other .

Unspecified or Ncrne

( 15
7

4

6
5

8
5

11

.

-,
7
4
1,
3

2

3
5

4
2

Funding Level Used as Criterion

S15,000 or smaller MaximA 2 2

Approximately $50, 000 maximum 1 1

Approxirriately $100, 000 maximum 1 0.
Specified minimum 1 o

gthe`r 4 -
No specific criterion a 40 5

Duration Used as Criterion, .

Three year projects preferred 1

Three year maximum 3 0

,,, One year maximum or preferred, 10 5

Two-three years preferred. ..- 2 0

No specific criterion; projeCts funded one
year at a time 0 /

No specific, criterion; 'funded policy
unstated- ' v. 1 1

Grantee Type Used as Criterion

Used other criteria;

,---- .

,----- LEA only or perferred'
-.----- Public institutions only or preferred

Non-profit institutions eligible \
Other , * .
No -spe cific criterion

9
9
5

3

23

Did not use other criteria 25

Type of Expenditure Rejected or SeVerely Limited

Capital expenditure, including equipment' 28 3

Salaries 6 3

Other 1 1

No specifiC criterion 18 0

, Other Criteria

Guidelines, plans, etc.
Local fun ing
Dissemin tion, etc.
deogr is spread
'Innovative
Independent evaluation
Newly participating LEAs

>Competitive
Plans for contimiation4
VoC. Ed. Centers

.10"4"

6

A
7

1

2

r41
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Almost half..\of t e 'states did not restrict t eitypes of grantee that might be */funded; eighteen of the remaining states vided equally into those that pre: ,.
ferred or required LEAs to be the gra es, and those that preferred or
required both LEAs a d 'otiaer public inst utions; more states expanded
this criterion °6 inc de non-profit private instlt tions. Only nine states ha,
Lhanged thetripol ies with regard to grantee eduring the four-year perioc

. . .`' 80ver half dr the* s (28) indicated that they eejected the expe4diture of funds
for capital purposo including equipment, gen'erally on the grounds that such
expenditures Wer,e__egally prohibited. Six eates rejected salary expenditures,
and eighteen stafs,drd not cite any specific/ expenditure restriction. Again,
few states (7).ha'd;changed their policy during the life of4tlie program.

, . .. .

Tk/enty-foal states indicated additional'criteria: seven Stressed plans for
(disserninatiosi or "transportability" or replicabilitg-,; six states indicated that

,.' the proposal's were judged in to rms, 'of consonance with the state plan, guide-
lines,- or other centrally baged consideration. Four states required local
contributions.

41

8,0 Objectives of Projects' , i ..

o

i
.,

/ I

SEA representatives were asked to indicate which objectives were involved in
each of the projects° that had been funded. By assigning the total dollar amount
of 'a project to each of itS;objectives and then computing for each objective its< - 4pe'xcentage of the total gars funding, one may arrive at an approximation of

r relatkle itriportanZe;aSsigned to each of tlia'imandated objectives. It should
benoted:thac'this apprOach involves the assurnption.ethat.each of a project's
objective, is; of approxiMately equaliimportance,"'the assumption th4t the var---
ious individuals who ..p/Vii:led the ddta On 'project 0NectIves utilized similar
inteApretafiOns of whateach objective enconvassea, andthe.a.ssumption that
the Informants were 3crfowiedgeable concerning fkte .b13,ifectives' of the projects.
Since ea4likf these apsum_ptions is open to questioli,. the findings, which are

gf i L ,summarizqd in Table. ,, below, must.be viewed ad i'nclitation of gross trends,
rather than as definitivbIlata.

- * I

i . 6

\ *I

'
./I A TABLE 81. I

.

PERCENT'AG'E OF OBVQA!TED FUNDS ATTRIBUTED,T0,0)35BCTIVES
.k%

V \
A
, AObjectil(a.*: \,

2. Work Expe rih e \
3. Guidance and' cment

1. Occupational n'ailiarizatibil
,

%tic

4. C3reiculum Imps'
5. Exchange P S`.,
6. Young Wot

Vocation
8. Other

ti6 aareers

See page 134 for list oL.915V-eVtIves'

A'
\

Year I

23
14

`13
25. 7

4

6

Year III

3

2

13
25

:

4

6
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Although the figiirealiown inthe t le quggest that the distribution of funcls
was extremely stable-from year to ye , e....z.,.,nination of the data for,,tlie
individual states revdals a highly varie icture. Some states show a decided
shift in resource allocation, with some increasing in a category and others \ .

decreasing in that category). For example, Montana put 4 o of its first year
allocations into objective 1 (to familiarize students with o upations ,and
requisites), and tliereascler put 22% and 13% into this obje tiN4 iii, the tWo
sequent years; New Yorjc, on.the .othe.r hand, started out wit 7% in this same
objective and kfreased to 22% anc1,45io the next two years. Further, there
is also a wide range from state to state within each of the pop ar''objectives,
such as 1 and 4. For objective 1, the percentages range froln ;,0 to 52% in
Year 1 and from 4% to 85% in Year 3; for objective,4, the per-centres range
from 8% to 1.00% in Year 1, and from 10%-to 62% in Year 3. The fil:Nings tend
to indicate that many states shifted their priorities from year to ye , either
on the basis of an overall plan which encompassed several objectives na
sequential pattern, or as a result of funding decisions which were bas on
considerations other than those ,of proposed project objectives.

9. Program Operations ,

The relation between the SEA and the state-funded Part D(d) projects car riced
out by LEAs was reported to be -cidite extensive, as shown by the figurei inV
Table 82 Almost all of the SEAs indicated that they monitor, povide tech';
nical assiNkThce, disseminate project information, and provide services up.o
request. Almost all of the SEAs reported contact with the LEAs at least three
times per year, and 40% indicated that the contacts occurred at least monthly.
Since the responses to the questions on role and frequency of contact show
litle.varia:bility, there is clearly no relation between,these data and other
vakriables, such as grant purposes, or number of "ants funded.

TABLE 82

' ROLE OF SEA,IN PART D(d) LEA PROJECTS

Role of SEA.

Monitors projects
Provides technical assistance
Disseminates project information
Provides services upon request

Number of SEAs

;)
49

47
48
49 /

FREQUENCY OF CONTACT BETWEEN SEA AND PART I d LEAs

Frequency of oatact

At least monthly
Three or more pe/r year
One or two per year
As needed

Numbe of SEAS

20

22

7

/Four of the SEA interviewees indicated that in ,their opinion,all of the state
funded Part D projects were suitable for replication, and the,remainder
indicated that "some" project'were suitable. Thirty-six interviewees
specified the particular projects which in their opinion contained activities
that were suitable for replication. The total number of such project4 cited
was 144 (4 per interviewee). The total number of projects in these°36 states
since the start of the program was 601, yielding the finding that 24(70:of the
potentially replicable projects were iipecified as being replicable /BA:least
in part. (If the four interviewees who said that all of thetprojecte.

'Of

4.*

4

I

rr
1

;;11.
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;
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qOther freuentlY anentioqed fu
,,,

were conducting research (9), collecting
.and an4yzing informatirin useful for project planning of implementation (9),

[ evaltiatiposals

Or planning project strategies (1,1), and providing projects with technical
4, reviewing, for monitoring projects ('10), assisting in writing pro- i

.

,..17 disseminption) to all of the above mentioned functions, and the size of the t ,

assistarie of various lsinds.(10).

-1'

., It
; . ' . 1

.1.,
(.1 4

, i

The number of functions cited by the RCU's varied from one (information . i

; ' ; 'RCU stafe:va.ried accordinglt The state with only one function cited was 1,

41 f staffed by two people, at 25`7; time each. The most active RCU had a director, ; /

4.t, ), .: I

4: ''' coordinitors for researoh, or planning, for evaluation, and fot information
/ ittliI
,.. ,..i,' f..

se ry ices ; . arid:, eight other profe Ss ional, s taff me rnhe is
.1..

: ' . 4 I P I. r-

;''' I
:i.':ii ; .

; t :'. '
. I.: '

'.: : .' :.' I *.$ ! 1!-\ 4::11:1.. 4 '
,. , I .

1.7s -7 : i .,..148 A : 0: ,,.. c . I I . t i' ' 1 - . 7 %

1;,i ..I
. , 4 ::. i1 ;

t 1 p ,i; j! .: .. I. 110 ? 1

..,:';
ii-

. : 4 , f. ". it ti.
.1
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,tales were suyp,ble for replication are included, the total number of pro' c s
which-could ha' been cited was 682, and the percentage of those cited

4increases to,33';'0, ) It should be noted that in several of these states the inter-'
Viewees qualified their judgments by noting that they were not familiar with
allof past, or in some cases, ongoing, projects. In the cases where the
intervi&vee failed to spec`ify projects suitable ;'or replic-ation, typically this
va due to their expressed unfamiliarity with then details of project operations.

,

he interviewees reported a :vide varietA of activities related to dissemination
Q'tinformation and encouragement of repitcp.tion. Some form of written corn-
-munication, such as newsletters, gukcielin\;, reports, or abstracts, was
utilized b 9 states. Conferences, workshops,'cor oral reports were reported
by 17 st es, and the use of visits, to denits onstration centers or resource centers
'was re rted by five states. Twenty-two states rep9rted that they used more
than o e type of activity,and only four reported no activity. Eight states
either rovided direct funds for replication 9r were,actively seeking legislation,
authorizing such funding. ,

r:10. Research Coordinating Units and Part D

In addition to collecting informationon the `state administered Part D funds,
interviews were held with representatives of the Resea.rch Coordinating Units
(RCU's) in 43 of the states vis,ited. The RCUs receive Federal suppoAt through
Part C of the Vocational Eduation Amendments of 1968. The purpose of the
interviews was to collect inrormation on the RCU's functions; roles and respon-
sibilities in general, and more specifically,'relative the the Part D program.

,The most frequently cited RCU function was dissernintipn of information to
school officials throughout the state who sere either operating career or
vo'cationaLeducational programs or were making plans to do sp., This service,
which was cited by 22,RCU5', consisted mostly of dissemination of descriptions,
of on,goi9..g projects in the state,,and to a lesSer extent; of 4.esearch findings

`),,and curriulum guidelines and materials, Tile research and the curriculum
information was generally deriv,edTrom both the on-gOing work in the state
and from information obtained through literatUre searcheg. The procedures
followed ih obtaining information and the methods used for dissemination w'er9
highly wariable. The most freqi iently cited dissemination techniques were
monthly newsletters; partidipat(ion in planning conferences, and direct inputs
to teacHer workshops.

The second most frequently cited function of RCUs was the coordination of demon-
stration and/or research projects and the State Department of Education. This
involved the transmission.of information to various local and state officials.
This te'be of c.)ordination.was cited as an important function by 20 of the RCUs.

'
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The -distribution of functions with regard to Part D projects was ver similar,
to_those performed overall, except that the second most frequently Sited func-
tion, after information dissemination, was that of providing technical assistance
to the projects. Assisting in prdject planning was cited relatively infreqtently,
Only 27 Rt creported any function in relation to the specific federally
administered project vis-ted hy DA field staff. ,

D. Summary and Conclusions

An analysis of are. preceeding findings Was made in an effort to ider.rif&patterns or
clusters of states which would permitinferring the geneial objectives and strategies
of the Part p program. This effort did not produce meaningful results: For ,

example:

In comparing the categories reflecting percent of obligation with the one
indicating use of SEA as grantee,,one would expect to find a high percent
of cases in which 100% was obligated. This is most certainly what one
would expect in those cases where the SEA was the only grantee. The data
do not bear this out, however. The two states that funded only the SEA
obligated 86% and 65%, and only six of the 16 states that funded the,SEA in
addition to other grantees 'obligated 100.% of their funds,

,./\comparison of the project duraon pattern with the percent of obligati
Naas() failed to produce a pattern. Of the 14 states that funded only 3-year

jirojectsin FY 70, all but two obligated over 96% their fads in that year,
. and four of the states that funded onlyNt-year K.;3jecti obligated at least

99% of eir funds.

The espon s concerning ptoject duration as a c terion. in funding were
scrutinized in'relation to the practiced followed wilthlkspect to the length -

of project funding, but no pattern wag found. The state that indicated a
preference for one -year.projects (with no reported change in this prefer-.
enCe), and those that indicated a preference for three-year projects, hacr
very. similar distributions in 'practice; Only one of the one -year preferred
group funded its 1970 projects for only one ye'ar, and only two crf the three-
yearpreferred groups continued to fund projects for three years. Of the
14 states that had funded three -year projects only, nine indicated that: they
did not use project duration as a criterion in funding.,

,
A comparison was made between the states which only funded projects for
three years and those which only funded 1970 projects for one year, in
terms of the proportion of funds spent on each of the eight project objectives.
It was found that in two of the three "one-year-projectri states for which
data were available almost all of the funds were allocated to objective four,
curriculum improvecnent, whereas in only two of the 14 "three-year" states
were as much as 50% of;theJundsallocated to this objective. In contrast,.
the three-year states seemed to foCus on objective one, familiaiizing

I students with careers and requisites. Apparently, one-year pro.r<cts tend
to be planning .d development projects, while three-year projects tend to
be classroom im.lementation projects. v

Six states and the District of Columbiacombined some or all of their Part
D finds with those o the federal share firoject,(Part DO). The states
were lAricansas, Florda, Kans s, Mi sippi, Nevada and New Jersey.
:In six of ihe seven case , exception be g Nevada, the SEA was the
grantee for the "federal shareqrojtct. In Mississippi and the District
of Columbia all of the "stale share" Part D funds were combined with the
"federal share" funds. In the other five cases, the ,states funded other
projects as well. In two cases, Mississippi and Nevada, the amount
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delegated over three years was just under 80%,of the state allocation, while
in the other cases it was over '90%. In all seven cases the projects received
"state share" funds for three years (the length of "federal. share"' projects),
but the level of funding by year varied across the projects.

In conclusion, the variuus analyses .have not produced clear patterns from which to
infer any distinct set of strategies. Typically, states have granted Part D funds./o
lucal school districts or individual local schools. The-principal objectives of the
funded Projects have been tO familiarize students with occupations and.to improve
vocational education curricula, followed by work experience programs and guidance
and placement activities. In any year, a typical state may be expected to make
grants which-vary widely in size and to projects which vary in duration from one
to three years.

In general, the wide variability in funding approaches and the shifts from year to
year suggest that the state departments of education in their funding of Part D
exemplary projects are continuing to search for effective methods for. implementing
the new and inxepvative approaches called for by the federal legislation. It appears
that the problem of identifying the most effective methods of achieving the objec-
tives of Part D in local school districts

\

I

4

has not beeri'resolved.
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CHAPTER XII: TUDY SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Introduction

With Part D of the 1968 amends Lents to the Vocational Education Act, Congress
.-,Eed for the funding of exemp ry projects which would have as their ultimate

2,,,a1 the reduction of the rate o youth unemployment. Congress stated that this
goal was to be accomplished by .reating- a "bridge between sc,liool and earning a
living." More specifically, th egisration authorized the expenditure of funds fo-i
exemplary projects designed to'broaden occupational aspirations and opportunities
for youth.

The funds appropriated for the Implementation of Part D were to be administered
in part by the states and territtiries and in part by theU.S. Office of Education.
Each state was allocated a portion of the Part D appropriation in accordance with
a formula set forth in the legislation. During each of the first three years of the
program, the amount of fedeiarlyiadministered Part D fund allocated per state
was in the range of $100, 000 tcl$200.,000*.for most states; an equal amount was
allocated to be administered bystate government.

Operationally, federal responsibility for administration of the Part D program was
vested in USC(E's Division of Vkational and Technical Education (DVTE). Between
June 1970 and July 1972, DVTE awarded a three-year grant to organizations in
each statefterritory, and the District of Columbia for the implementation of Part
D project.% The grants made during this period were considered the "first round"
effort of the Part D program. Since that time, additional grants have been awarded
under a-Modified set of policy guidelines which are considered the "second round"
projects. In Fiscal Year 1976, a new set of grants, with further modification of
focus, is planned which will support's "third round" of projects.

This report represents an assessment of the federally administered fierst round
projects and a descriptive overview of the state adn-iinistered portion of the Part D
program. The focus of the assessment has.been on determining the extent,to which
the efforts undertaken during the first three years of operations achieved the intent
of the enabling legislation. At the start of the study, measures were agreed on
which would serve as indicators of the extent to which the program and its individ-
ual projects achieved student outcomes whicbh the legislation and USOE policy state-
ments indicated were expected. It was determined at the outset that it clearly
would not be possible, and probably would be inappropriate, to attempt to assess
the relationship between the program and the long termiegislative goal of reducing
youth unemployment.

PriOr to summarizing the findings presented in the preceding ch4ters and. drawing
such conclusions as they permit, the positive program management actions which
USOE has taken on the basis of this study's preliminary findings and. other review
of the experience should be noted. Specifically, concerted effbits have been ma

o to bearriore specific with respect to the definition of key terms, and the student vel
ottcomes expected. 'In addition, a 14-kajor emphasis has been placed on improving
the quality and practical utility of individual project evafuaAions. These USOE
actions address the overall study finding that projects were typically not well defined

An terms of purpose or clientele and that this lack of clarity may relate to the failure
in many projects to identify student outcomes significantly related to project activi-
ties. Thus, the efforts at thilhational level du;ing the last year to be more specific
with respect to both program objectives and managerial practices 'represent explicit
attempts toNimprove the program in' the years ahead.
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In large measure because of the explicit intent of the federal program managers
to gain from the experience of the first round projects, the hrus-e of this study has
been un obtaining information yvhich would be c,,s utility in planning for the future.
Thus, while in one sense the study may be considerecian evaluation of the perfor-
mance' of the program with respect to achieving the intent set forth in the enabling
1(gislation, in another sense its intent has been to present findings with,respect to
several sets of program indicators which will.assist both Part D and the newly
created Office of Career Education in their efforts to maximize. the positive impcts
of their programs in the future.

B. Summary of Findings

The intent oithe Part p program was to fund projects which Would implement activi-
ties expected to assist students in obtaining satisfying employment. Chapter V of
this report presented findings which related the amount of federal funds awarded tq
actual prdject expenditures. 'In essence, the grant awards may be considered as the
planned fedelal fiscal inputs into each project, the local budgets as th,e projects'
planned inputs, and expenditures as the actual inputs. A review of the year by year
input data revealed that in most projects in no single year did the inputs occur at
the level planned. Taking the three years in the aggregate and considering both
expenditures and thekegislatiVe expectation that fuhds would 6e expended over a
three-year time period, it was found that in' 37 out of the 50 projects visited (74%)
the federal dollars expended were below? the level planned.

In part, the generally high level of project uliderexpenditures was attributed to the
timing of the federai grant actions and the first year start-up requiements in may

'projects. As indicated in Chapter VII, another partial explanation for the'under-
expenditures may be related to the nature of t endituye records maintained by
project managers. Many project directors di not have expenditure data Which
permitted them to assess project status in eve gross fiscal terms. In addition,
in the great majority of cases they did not have information which related expendi-
tures to any set of project activities.

From the findings on project activities presented in Chapter VI, it was apparent
that on an annual basis, and across the three years of piogram operations, the
extent to which projects carried out the activities specified in the USOE policy
paper, which governed the federally administered projects, varied considerably
across the 50.projects. While most projects reported students in most of the USOE
required activities at some point during the three years, relat ely few (26°A)
reported having students in all ac9.34ities.

-f he findings with respect to project activities may be explained p rtially by the
data reported Chapter VII pertaining to program management. review of the
stated objectives of the 50 projects revealed that in many cases the a
called for by the policy paper were not addressed; in no case did a project dress
an objective contained in the legislation but not in the policy paper. A co arison
between stated objectives and related activity categories indicated that in any
projects there Was ho relationship between stated objectives aixi the performance
of activities which could be related to these objectives.

* Policy Paper - AVL - V 70-'1.

- 152-



a

Given the findings regarding expenditures and activities, Nfindings with respect
to student outcomes are not surprising. As reported irrChapter VIII', the greatest
impact of the Part D program was at the elementary school level. in general, the
projam appeared to have had less, impact on students at the 9th grade level; at the
12th grade level, impact was less than at the 9th for two sampling groups and
greater for the other two.

On a project-by-project basis the impact of the program on students was small,
with the bulk of favorable outcomes in each student group confined to a small group
of projects. These "favorable" projects were somewhat different for each student
group.: Out of 45 projects where comparisons were made between participating and
non-participating 6th graders on six relevant student Outcome indicators, there was
a difference in favor of participants for three or more indicators in ten projActs;
the Most outstanding project at this level reported differences-in favor of,pa,rtici-
pants on five of the six indicators. Of the 42 projects where comparisons were
possible at the 9th grade level; -one project scored positively on six of the nine rele-
vant indicators, and ten produced positive results with respect to three o re
indicators. At the 12th grade level, nine indicatdrs of student outcome were rele-
vant for each of 'the four strata sampled. Students whose participation in the program

able through the local projects in their regular teaching program (i. e. ,

made
infusion of

consisted of having teachers who utilized concepts and/or materials, made avail-.

'career ed,pcation concepts into the school curriculum), demonstrated a significant
difference from non-participants on six indicators in one project;, in five projebts
such differences were found on two or more indicators. In none of the projects
where comparisons were possible for students in the Work Experie-nce, Skill Train-
ing, or Guidance and Counseling groups was a significant difference between'partici-
pants and non-participants foundron more than three indicators.

asysz

While the search for relationships between the outcomes and selected project treat-
ment indicators reported in Chapter XI did not provide a clear set of relationships
between activity or treatment, indicators and student,outcomes, the review of
responses of non-participating sixth grade teachers suggests that in at least some
projects th6 inability to measure significant differences between participating and,

Inon - participating students-mayA'relate to non-participating teachers implementing
career A4.cation concepts in their classrooms. Given the Part D program. efforts
at the state level described in Chapter XI and other 'federal, state, and university
based efforts to stimulate the plementation of career education concepts in
schools everywhere, this may w 11 have been a contributing fattOr.-.../.... -- -

(
4

Another potential explanation is suggested by the relatively clear relationship
which wa una'between project expenditures and student outcomes. As reported

-

in Chapte X, with respect to elementary, junior high, and senior high familiariza-
`lion activities positive indications of project effects on students,bccurred where
relatively more project funds were expended on relatively fewer students.

In summary, the data presented in the earlier chapters showed thartypie-a-lly
projects were foUnd to have addressed four components with respect to the federal
activity areas. Virtually all projects had some level of familiarization activities
at both' the elementary and junior high school levels. Projects generally devoted
26% of.-their Part D funds to pay for elementary school activities which involved
approximately 2,000 students per proj,ect. The students participating in elemen-
tary activities usually amounted to less than half (46%) the total elementary school
enrollment of the grantee and accounted for over half of the total number of project
,participants

Junior high school familiarization activities -inVolved some 47% of the total junior
high Zri'rollment of the grant and averaged 1:400 students per project. The
activities, at this level involVed iipproximately'34% of the total num er of project
participants and cost 29%, of tia-e Part D funds .
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Senior high school activities inso lved, some 650 Participants per project and
represented approximately 35% of the total high school,- of the grantee.
High sehool participants represented approxiTately 15% of the total number of
Part D project participants and high 'school activities accounted for 44% of the total
project costs, At the high schJol level, the typical project reported participants
in familia-FizStion activitie-s and one other activity, either work experience or
job entry s kill training.

Classroom familiarization activities involved some 94% of all project participants
in/the average project. Almost always these activities were undertaken by class-
room teachers on a voluntary basis. Generally, a coordinator hired by the project
provided suppor,t to these teachers.

'The typical project employed one coordinator for elementary level familiarization
activities and one for secondary activities. Participating teachers usually received
some in-service training in career education strategies and were frequently pro-
vided classroom support in 'the form of Materials and curricula guides.

.1In some projects, counselors, trained and experienced in occupational guidance,
rovided-training to teachers so that counseling of this type could be extended 43
the classroom. Another common variation in approach was for pToject staff to
Make regular visits to sl.ected classrooms to conduct familiarization activities.

With respect to familiarization activities, it was found that the projects which
scored highest ontudent outcome measures involved fewer participants at a higherr
cost than did other projects. ore significantly, these highest scoring projects ,

;apparently devoted substantid tir or resources to initial start-up activities:
These activities included teacher training, planning, and curriculum development.

. .
Work experience activities, where they occurred, involved an average of 110
students per year in the average project. Typically, work experience activities
involved 1.3% of the average project's participants at 18% of the total Part D'cost.
The average project having work experience. activities employed a work experience
coordinator or a placement coordinator. Projects differed considerably ;with
respect to the support provided work experience participants; Some projects
coupled skill training and work experience for all participants. Counseling and 4,

guidance were also sometimes included. Other projects simply sought placement
opportunities and provided released time from school. Although projects did not
,indicate that special entrance criteria were applied, analysis of student resnonses
suggest that in general, participants in project supported work experience ro-

' grams were less academically oriented than students in work experience pr grams
not supported by Part D. This may account for the unfavorable results of these
students on the outc ome measures.

Ailitio

/

Skill training activities involved an average 'of 365 students per year in those
projects where they were provided. Participants in skill training activities com-
prised an average of 2. 9% of these projects' total enrollment and cost approxi-
mately 17% of the average total project Part D budget. Training usually was pro-
vided in traditional skill areas but was generally "intensified." Intensification
usually meant that studentwere involved for more classroom periods per Jay
over a shorter term than was typically the case. ;Again, analysis of student
responses suggests that participants in this activity area were less academically
oriented than other students tested; this may account for the vnfavorable results of
these students. It is also important to mite that there was a significant decrease in
the relative level of support provided for skill training activities and an increase
in thp relative support provided high school familiarization activities during the

\ last year of the program. The relatively high cost of work experience and skill
training activities mayhave been a factor irithis third year shift in expenditures.'

,r
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It is more likely, however, that the third-year shift had little to:do with
the effectiveness of the activities or cost considerations,.but resulted from other
considerations. Specifically, the development of the concept of career education
and widespread efforts emphasizing infusion of career education materials in
recent years are probable factors. Given the emphasis on career education, it
could be expected that a shift in priorities emphasizing familiarization activities
might occur.

The typical project
ing these activities'
ience). Students'participatinA
analyzed in only four projects
this approach was not as effec
considerably.more experience
war ranted.

providing occupational guidance and counseling did so by includ-
integral part of sonfe other treatment (e.g., work,exper-

n only counseling and guidance activities were
While the student results presented suggest that

ve as others in producing student outcomes, withoUt
nd data such a conclusion is not considered to be

as an

The LTSOE policy paper governing the first round projects required that grantees
make provision for the continuation of project supported activities front %regular"
funtling sources after Part D support had terminated. In 14 of the projects visited,
school personnel indicated that project,activities either had or would terminate at
the end of the grant perigd, and in 19 other cases they indicated that activities.would
be reduced. In eight of the projects, project activities either were continuing after
the 'termination of the grant or definite pAns existed foi the continuation. In nine
cases, activities had actually expanded after Part D funding had ceased.

C. Overall Conclusions

Well over half of the teachers and counselors surveyed in each of,the 50 sites
visited indicated, that in their judgment it was important to include career education
in, the school -ctirriculum.. From this paint of view, the firstyears of the program
may be judged to have had a substantiartffect. However, the findings presented
above suggest that, in general, neither the federally sponsored activities nor the
federally expected student level outcomes of the program occurred at the level
planned. While a number of reasons for this are possible, the findings suggest
that the most likely are associated with the general lack Of a set of clearly defined
objecti4eS, definitions, and managerial requirements and procedures at both the
project level and'at the federal level. More specifically:

-

/

The definition of key terms and concepts were neither precise nor con-
sistent at either the federal or local levels. For example, students were
identified as project participants becaUse they were being taught by parti-
cipating teachers, but what constitutfd teacher participation varied from
attendance at a two-hotir career education workshop to ten or more
released days per semester for in-service training, currictIlum develop-
ment, and classroom planning. This failure to establish operational
definitions and categories contributed to the inability of projects to identify
with assurance participants in the programs and to the inability Of the
federal level to monitor project efforts effectively.

Budgets and expenditure records typically based on "line-item"..
rather than programmatic activity categor Determination of lcP
activity costs was very difficult. This diffic y was primarily a result

lof the grant application and award process which did not specify costs by;
activity.; only/in the aggregate. This-was further complicated by no provi-
sion for administaative costs, which meant that most projects attempted to
prorate'such costs and attribute them to treatment activities. It is probable
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that this contributed to the failure of project directors to analyze ecpendi-
ture data and.of project Vff to use budget and expenditure data in the man-
agement of projects. In addition, it is probable that this contributed both
to underexpenditures and the failure to engage in expected activities.

Similarly, USOE did not use fiscal data ag management indicators. ,

kpically, the federal manlment, staff did not receive or analyze expen-
diture data. This contributed to the underexpepditure of funds annually.,-.

and the support of some projects for periods in excess of the three-year
5..funding limit stipulated in the/legislation. .

,.
the evidence strongly indi tes that exemplary programs require consid-

5 erable start-up activity and time. Failure to adequately anticipate this
appears to have resulawilAn the inability of projects to meet program expec-
tations. /

Generally,--participants in the projects were exposed more to visitors in
their classrooms who discussed careers, and went on more field trips to
learn about jobs, than non-participants. The data suggest that this quanti-

13' tafive difference in-the number of such experiences was not sufficient to
produce a measurable impact on students. Rather, it appears that such
activflies need t(o-be iritegrated into a well-planned and comprehensive,
effort.

The number of different approaches to building a bridge betvieen schodl and
3 earning a livingiundertaken by the first round projects was limited. Fewe'i

than half Of,the projects had work experience or skill training activities. .

Many of the new approaches suggested in the legislation and Federal Regis-,
ter, such as exchanges of personnel between schools and agencies or busi-
nesses, were not attempted during the first round. Projects generally did
little to promote cooperation)3etween public education and manposr
agencies.

. ..

The,prima'ry,,f'ocus of.r,vnd one was elementary arid secondary familiariza-
tiOnWdjkt,t,entation. Most of the total funds and most of, the student partici-
pant-g-W_e'reie#g0,in'.guch activities. Work experience and skill trairii4
effoast,sendedYb.136'-,e,xpensive and involve limited numbers of students.
Whe'f-e,:;ftliler activities 'We4,initiate,d, such as alternative high schools, they

"fendetetv")86.;14-s integratedf.nto the school, system, expensive, and by design,
$'-FV.4-1.e.W-r-'St-tlizqnt's.;,11.,',,e,,, potential, dropc)5' is or others with special needs).' p `. -,.',. .. ".-

. .... , ,. rTo as st.cojege and non-C'oll,e0 bound students in obtaining employment,
the USOII pply.y-:paper indicated-that:projects shOuld provde specific train-
ing in jdb enttys:ZiAls to students not previously enrolred 'ih vocational pro-
grams just prioilid4he time that they leave school. Theldata appear to
indicate-that most 4p, '0,,e,cti extended such training only, t the iiesil-colleie',,
bound.

G';':".:,..',S5.
r . .

The projects typiCally-a .not assist students in securing employment, ,.either during school or.tip.on graduation: Generally, the placement
5 ,$ -- ''...

activities implemented Axe essentially referralaervices and little or no
followup was provided. 'Tx pgeneral; neither roject staff nor school person-. ,.

nel maintained records of 'i-f,erralsi or placement activities.

4
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Whe student,responses indicate that guidance and counseling at the high
school level was viewed by students as helpful to them. The data also
indicate that a great many students did not feel they had sufficiet oppor-
tunity to receive assistance from their counselors and they would have
liked to have increased their contacts.

)

1

The Federal Register indiclted that applications for round one projects would be
judged in part upon the projects' objectives being "sharply defined, 'clearly stated,
capable of being attained by the pruPoseriprocedures, and capable of being measured."
During the first years of Part D, neither at the federal level nor in most school
districts was this the case. The-inability to clearly define federal program objec-

! tives,undoubtedly contributed to many \of the difficultie&diseussed in this study.
With,,ut a specified set of federal expectations the individual third party evaluations
could only relate to local project goals and objectives. This resulted in a
large diversity of evaluation approaches. It is not surprising, therefore,
that these evaluatiuns did not provide meaningful or useful management information
at the federal level for comparing projects. Without)specific-criterialfor
project progress, the USOE really had no basis for making annual or gnid- project
grant modifications. Most importantly, without such predetermined ciiteria,Vthe
-USOE had little indication of what criteria would be employed in the final evaluation
and so were not able to effectively manage for success.

A final point in this regard relates' to the whole area of the management
of educatioktial projects. While this was not a management practices study, many of
thefindings and conclusions appear to relate directly to management issues. The
points raised above pertaining to advanced planning, the clarity of program and
prujectobjectives, and the use of fiscal data are management questicns which relate
to a/

ttainment of student level outcomes. So too, we suspect, arethe points made in
the text pertaining the inappropriateness of the job descriptions of project staff,
failure to maintain record; pertaining to placement and other project activities, and
the limited focus and-use of third party evaluations. Based on our observations,
project staff' typically were sincere, hard working, and oriented toward the substan-,
tive aspects of the progr,i Typically, however, they were riot well versed in the
use of sound managemenep ractices as an aid in bringing about desired innovations
in their school districts. Thus', based on the experience of the first round projects
studied, it appears that a USOE focus on,providing guidance and assistance in the
area of project management would have been of major benefit to the successful imple-
mentation of exemplary programs.

Suchconclusions as these a re not uncommon in national studies. While they are
accurate, they are also somewhat misleading, for they cannot and do not the
pre program context of the system of federal funding. Legislative intent is frequently
less than clear, the time constraints do not Usually permit Ireful planning at the
federal level prior to funding of local projects; the federal agencies are frequently
not sufficiently staffed to permit effective management and, when they are, the very
question of the desirability of effective federal management of local ethicationgl"
,programs becomes a question. Thus, as long as inherent weaknesses such as these
persist, evaluation findings will essentially tend .to be either negative or ambigucus
and recommendations will be symptomatic instead of definitive.-

.In conclusion,. the USOE and/especially the program staff in DVTEI. who have from
the outset not only cooperated with this study but also have taken altions based on
Neliminary findings, should be comrnerkded. It is rare fora national program with
innovative and ambitious objectives to engage in a comprehensive, inwaet oriented
evaluation after only three years of operation. .While some of the findings of the
studclnay nothe what one might'have wished, given the complexities inherent in.

r% implementing the Part Dpro'gram during its initial years, they ought not to be
surprising. In our judgment, perhaps the most significant aspect of the study is th'e
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inference which may be drawn from the fact that it was done, and that actions have
bean taken as a result. Clearly, USOE, and the stafflof DVTE in particular, have
evidenced a commitment to improving both the content and the management of federal
education programs. /7^:
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October If), 1968

APPENDIX A: PUBLIC LAW 90-576

,

I. "PART D *EXEMPLARY PROGRAMS ACID PROJECTS , 1 'I't

'',:
..

1 t
\"Sec., 141. The Congress finds that it is necessary to reduce the continuing

seriously high level of,youth unemployment by developing means for giving thei .

Same kind of attention as is now given to the college preparation needs of those
young persons who go on to col e, to the job prepa'Fation needs of the two out
of three young persons who end eir education at onliefore completion of the
secondary level, too many of whom face long. and bitkrmonths of job hunting
or marginal N. ork after leaving school. The-purposes of this part, tfTeref.qre,
ar stim te, through Federal financial sup stmt, new ,ways to create a bridge
between school and earning a livingfor young people, who are still in school,
who have left school hither by gr aton or by dropping ,put, or who are /in
post econdary programs of vocat o 1 preparation, and to promote cooperation
betw en p blic education and manpower agencies. 1

-

82 STA 10'80

"Findings and Purpose

"Authorization of Grants and Contracts

"Sec. \ ) There are hereby authorized to be approp iated,$15,000, 000 \
for the fisdal ear ending June 30, 196.1; $5,.7, 500,000 fo/lhe iscal year ending
June 30, 1970 ',and $75,000,00,0 for each of the two succeedin fiscal years to
enable the Commissioner to carry out the provisions of this art.

"(b) (1) From the silk appropriated yiursu o this part the Commissioner
shall reserve such amount, but not in excess of 3 p centum thereof, as he may
determine and shall allot such amount among Puerto ,t,tc _the Virgin Islands,
Guam, American Samoa, and the Trust Territories of tlieei is Islands
according to their respective needs for assistance under thiS-'part.

"(2) From the remainder of such sums the CommissiNe-r shall alfo-cate
$200,000 to each State (except for those provided for in paragtaph.(1), and_ le
shall inladdition allocate to each such State an amount which bears the same ratio
to any residue of such remainder as the population aged fifteen to nineteen, both
inclusive, ill the State bears to the population of such a in all such States.

"(c)' From 50 per centum of the sums allotted to each State for the purposes
of this part, the Commissioner is authorized to make grants to o contracts with
State boa'rds or local educational agencies for the purpose of stimulating and
assisting in the development, establishnient, and operation of programs or
projects designed to carry out the purposes of this part.. The Commissioner also
mgy make, in such State from such sums, grants to othe/Apublic or nonprofit

:private 'agencies, organizations, or institutions, o r contracts with public, or
priva e agencies, organ ations, os institutions, when such grants or contracts
will make ah especially sig "ficant contribution to attaining the objectives df this
part. i a

. . '' making grants to local educational agencies or rather public oir nonprofit private
fr. - N.,,,

.. agencies, organizations, or in4titutions, contracts wtt.sh, pl,31ic or, private --;
- agencies, organizations, or institutions inclu -husiness-and AiduStrial conee-kna,-,. -.

upon such terms and conditions consistent witIrthe pitivipions of this part andwith
its State plan approved pursuant to section 123, as it tietePtnines will most i
effectivelycarry Out the development, establishment, anti opera ion of exemplary

. , (and innovative occupational education programs'or projects dcsigned to serve as

D

"(d) The State. board may use memaining .50 per centum of-Ruch sums for

Models \for use in vocational education programs.

st.

)
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"Uses of Funds

ts,"Sec. 143. (a) grants or co tracts pursuant to this part may be made, upon
_terms and 'conditions 'consistent wr the provisions of this part, to Iliv. all or part
of the cost of -- .

"(1) plahning'and developing exemplary progm,s or projects such as those
described in paragraph (2), or

, , .
"(2) establishing, operating, 'Tr evaluating exemplary programs or projects

designed to carry out the purposes set forth in section 141, and to broaden '
occupatiorial aspirations and opportunities for youths, with special emphasis
given to youths who have academic, socioeconoptic or 'other handicaps, which 0

programs or projects may,,among others, include -- .

"(A) those designed to familiarize elementary and secondary school
students with the broad range of occupations for which special skill's are
required and t e requisites for careers in such occupations;,t,

/"(B) progra s or projects for students noviding educatiOnal experiences
through work during the school year or in th Sumnier; -.

1

"('C) programs or projeCts for intensive p cupational guidance and
counseling during the last years of school and for initial job placement;

/ /"(D) programs-or projects designed to broadin or itnprove 'vocational, ,,-

education curriculums;, . )'
'1E), exchanges of personnel between schools , and other, agencies,

-trckStutions, or organizations participating in activities to achieve the
p u r p o s e s

.ti

thisipart, including manpower agencies and industry;
n, ./ ,
\F), progr.a-rns ot projects for young workers released from t.ltetr

pant-time basis for the purpose0of increasing their-educational .

J.

i

-

/

/.

":"---:attatnrtsp fd-i ,
-..;.., ".(G),'"prergrarns or projects, at the secondary level to mOti,v,ate and. . .'0.Provrote- pr4ps?ofessional preparation for potential teachers far vocational..

-ecqtations,!--- ,'
'1(151,11-) A girairt or contract pursuan to _this Part mar be made ,only Si ; e.:'..... //s'./dommtssioner is iri the ease of grants or made by bi'm, orby ,/ te,te' l' ". ,board,- n te case of grants or contracts'/M de by it deteim/ines- --.. ,- / ,: ...'..

' e '/ . ",/ ,/e. ''' . /"" /
*. , e

) that effective procedures will be adopped% pe'ntees-ifid cpntractors,....".` ..,./1 /-
,-/t) coordinate the devplo d ope"rationA,nth r-progrargs,and

.pr jects 'tarried out,* 'grants- r contrafcts-bu,rsuant to-rills part, with ".-./ /. . ..: ./the appropriate Stato/pl, 'and yit othetcyririblta and prwate program) - , -'. . , -i- . .,. .!74.,,,:4/ havingt the*same;or simi ar pu4pos s; ..-/ ,/, 1
sz,_7..

i "(a) that,,tO Itie 64.,,,,t,tt .c9nsist'f .4., it1;:tt". n'urribe, rfo f s t ude 9t s.,,,. ... ,

enn'olled ,leno npro fit' prIsna-fe; s c",,,o o-lifif;i';th.e. ar ?a to': be, de rved,whoser
edutgtional needs aye ofIhe;typilsvbi,.11 ihel p fog4i.m. or project involved,- / / /i S i 0 rrfeleft, ProVj.slon:has be made or,the,p-afticipa-ttion of such students;

0 ,, ,-,/, - .-
-

....
p cedure-s wilkik-Ippted whi,ch assure I
d'de;ikkl_q par;t).1.1,not..be 'compingle1 -.

.e

e- . arid , '.- '"6 -2.--"(C) that effectrve polid)0,
, that Federal ti,trids made, ,a..A.,15e.c,

'" -'w,ith,State or-lacal.rf '%''' '' . .
r 7.- "(2) The amount offable to a Sta, e pursuant o 5Setron 1.42(d) shall bef*'''4 I '''

available:for tbliaa,ffaifor:g,rantsAr:,doritra'dtseifurrs.uttgit to the State plan
applived under"Ocfio11123, fd);:payiri*g allo ,'the :CAI, of programs' described

(a) during_in section 142(c1) and section
'r.'fiscaloyear. '

"(.)*',110
board.) shall'

to "any pr ogT,
to th St.teV6oa
citsappro4,6d by the State board withieCsixty days of.such submi,
*siitd,rt,'1,4:4r period of tir'ritt as the Cmmissionermay detetmi'"reglitatiOns. e#t .

>

441, land the -sireceedinK-,

14.0 or toneat ct, (other lkall a grantor cOnt.rat with a State?
-made by4the Commiss1/3 net under gettion 142(c) with respect
or -project trnleso such,program-dr:project has been submitted

in the 8-fate in,whiph it is to be conducted ani.i.has not been

, _
...

4

tor; or Within
e pursuant to
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''14,) Notwithstanding any otheri:provision of law, unless hereafter enacted

e/xpre',s'sly in l'in6itation of the proitsions of this paragraph, funds available
'to- Cofnmis ion.tir pursuant to section 142(c) shall remain available until
expended.

, , /
,

/ nts
.

-.,..'0,-
7 )6. 1'i44"/ From the amount available for grants and contracts, under this

47part pursia to section1421c1,1th the appropriate State, the Commissioder shall
pay to each/ plicant an amount equal to the .mount expended by such applicant
in accoFdatice with the approved application. uch payment may be made on such
terms , a.,,/are approved in such application. P ytnent pursuant to grants under
this part may be made in install nt and i advance or by way of%reimburse-,,
meritywth necessary adjustment on a :, 4 nt of overpayments or underpayments,
as'tlfre Commissioner may determine.

"Limitation on Duration of Assistance

"Sec. 145. Financial assistance may not be given under this part to an
program or project for a period exceeding three years.
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APPENDIX B; POLICY STATEMENT

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
Office tif Education
Bureau of Adult, Vo'cational, and l.:.ibrary P.rograms

POLICY PAPER A-VL V70-1

COPY

October 2, /1969-

SENT BY: Grant Venn, Associate CoMmissioner,
Biireau oLAdkilt, Vocational, and Library Programs

SENT TO: ,Executive Officers.ef StateBoards for Vocational Education":
State Directors of 7ocational Education

SUBJE CT: Highlights of provisiqns for Exemplary Programs and
Projects in Vocational'Education

INTRODUCTION: The Division of,4ocafional and Technical Education of the
Bureau of Adult, Vocational, and Library Program administers the exemplary

rio programs and projects under the Vocational Education Act of 1963, as amended
by the Vocational Education Amendments of 1968 (Public Law°90-576).Direct
financial support i furnished for programs and projects bythe U.S2:Commissioner
of Education under Sectien 142(c) of Part D of-the Act.s.

*

t

Exemplary piograrns and projects are to be designed to: (a) create bridges
. . .

between school and earning a living for young peliple who are still in school, wlio
have left school either by graduation or by dropping out, -or who are in post-
secondary programs of vocational preparation; (b) promote cooperation between
public education and manpower agencies; and (c) broaden occupational aspirations
and opportunities for youths, 'Oh special em hasis given to youths who have
academic,*ocioeconomic,'"Or they handi1, s. ,Provision is to be made for he
participation of students eriroll in priva e non-profit schools. 'Y if' rojec s are
to be conducted under grants or contracts awarded by the Commis r, in

, accordance with the provisions of Part D of the Acf and with the applic bleyederal
(Regulations. Eligible applicants may_ include local educational agencies, State

Boards fci Vocational Education, and, public,and private agencies, institutions,
. . or organizations. ' .

9

(4.

N4TUE OF PROJECTS: Exemplary projects represent bridge-building efforts
betw Enresearch and development work on the one hand and actual operations
in s settings on the other hand. Exemplary projects Will not involve _

....- .

original research knd developmental activitteAliutw-c11 be based upon,pior
research and development. The.y.:will be lirni-tdtt-f-Tmliatr-giearch-hgi-atready
shown will work. fore, exemplary projects should have a high--Efo'bability li
of success. The should constitute. a transition of research findings and
developmental efforts to program,operations. -.I

FOCUS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1970: to order to achieve maximum impact, the
funds available for fiscal year 1970 will be focused on programs or projects which
combine, in,one operational setting, all the following aspects: . -

...

1. Provision for broad occupational orlientation at the elementary and
secondary school /e-Vels so as to increase student awareness of the )

/

range of options open to thetniin the world of work. 1,7

. * s.

.
2. PrOvision for. work experience, cooperative education, andLsimilai:_.

programs, making possible a wide variety of offeritiVe: in many:- -
occupational areas-. ' :

4 j

N



3. Prbvisionsfor students n' previously enrolled in vocational programs to
receive specific training in job entry skills.j,ust prior to the time that they

'leave the school. Some of these training prtigrams might be very intensive
and of sh0rt durat*. )

Provision for intensive occupational guidance and counseling during the
last years of school and for initial placement of alr'seude.uts at the

"'completion of their schooling., (Placementmight be in a job or in post-
secondary occupational training. Placement should be accomplished in
cooperation with appropriate employment services, manpower agencies,
etc.)

4.

5. Provision for the grantee or contractor to carry the program on with
support from regular funding sources,after the termination of the
Federal assistance under Part D of P.L. 90-576. (Federal assistance
under Part D cannot exceed three years.)

It is anticipped that other program emphases max be highlighted in future
fiscal years\,.

FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIC5NS: Direct grants - and/or contracts will be .awarded
in each State up to the limit of funding available for the Commissioner's use in
that State as allotted under Part D of P.L. 90-576 For fiscal year 1970, it is
anticipated that the amount available for the Come' ssioner's use for grants -or
contracts:in each State will range from $100, 000 to $200, 000. Since exemplary
projects will usually require substantial financial resources, consideration should
be given to 'incorporating funds'from a variety of sources, such as transfer funds
under'Part B, Coopersative" Vocatio41 E ucation funds under Part ,G Work Studyc
'funds -nder Part H, and funds from. State d lo'cal sources. Funds allotted to
the Siatesfor exemplary programs under a 'State plan may be combined with the
CommissiOner's grant or contract funds into a single Part D project. Generally,.
proposals which featuie a ski,j_lful combinitigof several types of funding, :structured
around the central fraMe.wdrk of a Part D grpt, willobe, viewed with special fa,yor.

APPLICATION PROCEDURES: During fiscal year 1970 the cutoff date for receipt
of proposals will be January 1, 1970. Proposals must be.prepared and submittedA
in accordance with the publication entitled; Manu41:,Instructions and Procedures ',.-
Exelliplary Ptrograrths and Projects in Vocational Education PersoRs preparing i

.. 9 aoproPosals should cofsuX with representatives of their State Board for Vocattonal4 1

*Education regarding'. sources of supplementary f4ding and coordination with
other vocational education programs and activities'in the State. CoMpleted
proposals are to be, submittd-tel% the U.S. Office of Education, with copies
furnished simultaneously to the applicabl$ State' Bo,ard for Vocational Education.
Thel'Statd Board will review each proposal and may, within a period of sixty
days, disapproiv any proposal. All p'roposals not disapproved by the State Boards .
will be reviewed by the U.S. Office of Edutationron the basip a analysis by e
specially-constituted review boards composed maixIly of knowledgeable
practitioners, The ,review will take into consideration, such factors, amongt'others'r ,Vas: (1) the potential of the proposal for contributing significantly to the
acComplishment of the purpose of.Part'D of P.L. 90-576; (2) the sound$ess of the
proposed plan of 04-ration; (3) the adequacy of the personnel and facilities available

.\..) for carrying.out tliellaroposal; and (4) the proposal's, sconomic efficiency. State 6

...\ Boar'ds'and applicants will be notified of the approva or disapproval °teach

1

\ \ proposal, and grants or, contracts will be negotiated with those appLicants whose
41'

\°
..proposals are approved.

., . .
. . .r - --_,.- ./ 6, ,,,

1 e 1 ' ,' /tt:
*

.

Copies of the publication may be obtained by writing to: D,ivision of
Vocational and 'Technical Education, 17 ,1.S, Office'of Educatiorn, Washipgtott,
FO. 202,02. .

i _i
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NOTE:' ,The above is based upon the assumption that fund4 will-be appropriated by
the Congress to activate this program during fist .1 year 1170.

cc:
Regional Assistant Commissioners
Regional Directors of AVLP
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